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OF THE LAW 
Open Meeting 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017 
NOTICE OF MEETING 
EVENT: Meeting of the University of California 
Hastings College of the Law Board of Directors 
DATE: Friday, December 1, 2017 
PLACE: UC Hastings College of the Law 
Alumni Reception Center 
200 McAllister Street, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
STARTING TIME: 9:00 a.m. 
AGENDA: See Attached 
This notice is available at the following University of California, Hastings College of the Law website 
address:  http://www.uchastings.edu/board 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
For further information please contact Elise Traynum, Secretary of the Board of Directors, 198 McAllister Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94102, (415) 565-4787.  You are encouraged to inform Ms. Traynum of your intent to speak 
during the public comment period 72 hours in advance of the meeting. 
The University of California, Hastings College of the Law subscribes to the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Please 
contact the Secretary’s Office by 10 a.m. on Monday, November 27, 2017, for accommodations.  




UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW 
 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
 
OPEN SESSION AGENDA 
 
 
December 1, 2017 — 9:00 a.m. 
 
UC Hastings College of the Law 
200 McAllister Street 
Alumni Reception Center, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
1. ROLL CALL      
 
Chair Tom Gede 
Vice Chair Chip Robertson  
Director Simona Agnolucci 
Director Donald Bradley 
Director Tina Combs 
Director Marci Dragun 
Director Claes Lewenhaupt 
Director Mary Noel Pepys 
Director Courtney Power 
 
 
2. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD      (Oral)  
  
 
3. REPORT OF ASUCH PRESIDENT     (Written) 
 
*4. GENERAL CONSENT CALENDAR 
The following items are presented as the Consent Calendar.  Anyone wishing to remove 
any item from the Consent Calendar for discussion and/or consideration may request that 
the Chair remove the item from the Consent Calendar.  All remaining Consent Calendar 
items shall be approved by the Board of Directors in a single vote without discussion.     
 
*4.1 Approval of Minutes: September 15, 2017    (Written) 
*4.2  Approval of Minutes: October 24, 2017    (Written) 
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  5. REPORT OF THE BOARD CHAIR 
 
 5.1 Report of the Chair of the Educational Policy Committee 
  Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
  5.1.1 LEOP Director Hiring Update    (Written) 
5.1.2 LexLab Vision and Update     (Written) 
5.1.3 ABA Standard 303       (Written) 
5.1.4 Adjunct Faculty Diversity     (Written) 
5.1.5 LLM and MSL Degree Update    (Written) 
5.1.6 WSCUC Site Visit      (Written) 
5.1.7 Bar Support       (Written) 
 
 5.2 Report of the Chair of the Advancement and Communications Committee 
  Presented by Chief Development Officer Eric Dumbleton  
 5.2.1 Fundraising Update      (Written) 
 
*6. FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT CALENDAR 
The Finance Committee Meeting was held at UC Hastings in the A. Frank Bray Conference 
Room, San Francisco, California, on Thursday, November 9, 2017.  By unanimous vote, 
the Finance Committee submits the following Consent Calendar.  Anyone wishing to pull 
any item from the Finance Consent Calendar to discuss or act on, may request the Chair to 
remove the item from the Finance Consent Calendar.  All remaining Finance Consent 
Calendar items shall be approved by the Board of Directors in a single vote without 
discussion.     
 
6.1 State Contracts in Excess of $50,000 
          *6.1.1    Custodial Services      (Written) 
*6.1.2   Learning Management System — ExLibris   (Written)  
 
6.2 Nonstate Contracts in Excess of $50,000 
*6.2.1 Professional Services — Graphic Design — Spotted Dog (Written) 
  *6.2.2 Professional Services — LRCP - EPS                         (Written) 
  *6.2.3 Grant - Institute for Innovation Law — Arnold  
Foundation       (Written) 
*6.2.4 Grant — Consortium on Law, Science and Health Policy  
— Grove Foundation      (Written)   
*6.2.5 Grant - Law Post-Baccalaureate Feasibility Study  
— AccessLex Institute     (Written) 
 
 *6.3 Approval of UC Hastings Seismic Policy    (Written) 
 
*6.4 Long Range Campus Plan      (Written) 
 
  *6.5 Financial Operations Policy and Procedure Manual - 
Reimbursement of Commuting Expenses    (Written) 
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7. REPORT OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 
The following reports were discussed at the Finance Committee Meeting on November 9, 
2017.  These are listed below as informational items, and distributed in the agenda packet.  
     
7.1 Investment Report as of September 30, 2017    (Written) 
 
7.2 State Budget Report for 2017-18 as of September 30, 2017   (Written) 
 
 7.3 Auxiliary Enterprises Budget Report as of September 30, 2017        (Written)                                         
 
7.4 Grants Administration - Program Update    (Written) 
 
7.5 IRS Audit of 403b and 457 Plans — Status Update   (Oral) 
 
   7.6 Hastings College of the Law 2017 Refunding Bonds - 
   Status Update         (Written) 
 
  7.7      Update of the 5- Year Budget Plan — Core Operations & 
   Auxiliary Enterprises       (Written)  
 
   7.8 Listing of Checks and Electronic Transfers over $50,000  (Oral) 
 
 
 8. REPORT OF THE CHANCELLOR & DEAN 
 
8.1 Discussion of Non-JD Graduate Programs at UC Hastings: LLM,  
MSL, HPL, and Other Permutations and Possibilities  
(Report with Academic Dean Morris Ratner)   (Oral)  
 
8.2 Update Regarding California State Bar Initiatives    (Oral)  
 
8.3   Update Regarding Personnel Changes and Reorganizations  
(Human Resources, the College Events Center, LEOP,  
LexLab, etc.)        (Oral) 
 
8.4 Other Informational Items: Academic Programs, Student  
 Services, and External Relations     (Oral) 
 
 
  9. REPORT OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
  9.1 A Resolution to the Board of Directors of UC Hastings, 
   Amending By-Law 7.6 to Extend Voting Rights to the Ex- 
   Officio Members of Board Committees and Standing  
   Committees         (Written) 
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9.2  Revised Resolution — Designation of Students’ Directory 
Information (Written) 
10. DIRECTOR COMMENTS AND BOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS
This is a time reserved for Directors who wish to briefly comment on Board matters,
provide a reference to staff or other resources for factual information, or direct staff to place
items on future agenda.
11. THE BOARD WILL GO INTO CLOSED SESSION AT APPROXIMATELY
11:00 A.M.
The Board will adjourn to the closed session to consider the items listed on the Closed
Session Agenda. At the conclusion of the closed session, the Board will reconvene the
Open Meeting prior to adjourning the meeting, to report on any actions taken in closed
session for which a report is required by law.
*12. ADJOURNMENT (Oral) 
   
Agenda Item: 2 
                                                                                                                                                                                                               Board of Directors 




Public Comment Period 
This item is reserved for members of the public to comment on non-agenda and agenda items. 
 
Agenda Item: 3 
     Board of Directors 








1. REPORT BY:  ASUCH President Samuel Chang 
    
   
2.  SUBJECT:   Report of the ASUCH President 
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Associated Students of UC Hastings 
200 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 
TO: UC Hastings Board of Directors 
FROM: Samuel M. Chang, 2016-2018 President of the Associated Students, UC Hastings (ASUCH) 
RE: ASUCH Report for the December 1, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting 
DATE: November 20, 2017 
Dear Chair Thomas Gede and Esteemed Members of the UC Hastings Board of Directors: 
Thank you for this opportunity to address the Board. The Board’s incredible dedication to the 
College gives me much to thank. I would like to first thank you all for your time and service as 
stewards of the University of California, Hastings College of the Law. Today’s students and 
future students are and will be better equipped and more ready to become lawyers of today 
because of the decisive yet conscientious actions you have taken and will be taking. 
It’s been a busy semester for all of us. 
Follow Up on ASUCH Fees, ASUCH 
Resolutions, and Block Schedule 
Following up on the student fees, ASUCH found some glaring issues with the activity fee 
balance sheet during the 2016-2017 year. We will be asking the Budget or Fiscal Office on what 
this means. To give you context, I have attached Appendix A for your review. 
As an aside, we do thank David Seward for briefly explaining that the adjusted cash available is 
not something ASUCH should be concerned with. For context, the adjusted cash available for 
ASUCH went from a negative $23,605.13 in 2012-2013 to a negative of $41,728.59 in 2017-
2018. This was confusing as we were not sure why the “Less Due to Students” was so high. 
ASUCH asked Facilities to allow kegs in the LBM when it rains. ASUCH understood that kegs 
do tend to get messy, but rain has forced relocation of BoB in prior years and there were times 
when the call is made after the cancellation period expires. Having kegs in the LBM only when it 
rains would ensure that students will still get the BoB experience. Facilities, however, let 
ASUCH know that the additional cleanup cost to have kegs in the LBM would not be feasible at 
this time. As such, ASUCH decided to not pursue this issue further. 
Lastly in the follow up, I want to once more thank Dean Faigman and Dean Ratner as well as 
former Dean Lee for supporting and establishing a block schedule. It is not yet perfect, but I 
wanted to share some stats that show how successful it has been. Last meeting, Dean Ratner 
pointed out that the comparison between Fall and Spring was different, so I went back and 
compared the Spring 2018 enrollment versus the Spring 2017 enrollment. In the five bar courses, 
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While this may be correlated with an increased emphasis on bar courses,1 the block schedule has 
been important in ensuring more flexibility and advanced planning for students. 
Comparison between Spring 2017 and Spring 2018 Enrollment (as of 8:15 AM, Nov. 20, 2017) 
i. 55 students - Civ Pro 2 (38 in Spring 2017)
ii. 147 students - Con Law II (73 in Spring 2017)
iii. 116 students - Criminal Procedure (91 in Spring 2017)
iv. 130 students - Evidence (50 in Spring 2017)
v. 122 students - Business Association (135 in Spring 2017)
We thank Dean Morris Ratner’s effort to push academic success. We also thank him for 
providing a statement to ASUCH on bar classes and bar passage (reproduced here): 
“For most students, each upper division bar-subject tested course taken for a grade 
materially increases the probability of passing the bar. Students should bear that in mind 
when selecting classes. Statistical analyses conducted by the College suggest that for 
many students, there is an increase in the probability of bar passage for each additional 
upper division bar subject class. For the Class of 2016, that positive effect of additional 
upper division bar courses on bar passage was particularly significant for students in the 
second and third quartiles. The research shows that while for many students, each 
additional upper division bar subject class taken for a grade increases the probability of 
passing the bar, that boost in probability of bar passage mostly disappears if the class is 
taken CR/NC.” 
ASUCH Resolutions (Selection) 
ASUCH Resolutions are one way to convey an official student body position to the College. I 
have selected ASUCH Resolutions that are pertinent for the Board to be aware of. The following 
ASUCH resolutions passed. The reasoning (“Whereas”) is attached under Appendix B in the 
order here. 
APPROVED ASUCH RESOLUTIONS 
1. RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE UC HASTINGS ACADEMIC DEAN TO
CONSIDER MAKING A UNIFORM EXAM FEEDBACK RUBRIC AVAILABLE TO
FACULTY AND ADJUNCTS WHO DO NOT RETURN EXAMS TO THE RECORDS
OFFICE.
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon the Academic Dean to consider
making a uniform exam feedback rubric available to faculty and adjuncts who opt not
to return exams to the Records Office, and
• BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon the Academic Dean to
strongly encourage faculty and adjuncts to return completed rubrics to the Records
Office.
1 Students, overall, felt that they had to pursue some form of bar courses or bar studies class. Critical Studies 2: 
MBE’s 101 seats, which is available only to 3Ls, were filled up within three minutes. UC Hastings responded by 
adding 21 more seats. Likewise Critical Studies 3: CBE Essay also has 78 spots out of 100 spots filled. 
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2. RESOLUTION TO REQUEST REVISION OF 24 HOUR EXAM POLICY TO
EXTEND TO MPRE
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the ASUCH General Council shall request a revision
of Academic Regulation 3003 that will extend the Delayed Taking: 24 hour rule to
apply to the MPRE when it falls within 24 hours of all sit down midterm and final
exams.
3. RESOLUTION FOR FREE FEMININE HYGIENE PRODUCTS DISPENSERS IN
ALL BATHROOMS AND VENDING MACHINES IN 100 MCALLISTER, 198
MCALLISTER, 200 MCALLISTER, and 333 GOLDEN GATE
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH declares feminine hygiene products should
be offered for free in all restrooms10 whenever the buildings at 100 McAllister, 198
McAllister, 200 McAllister, and 333 Golden Gate are open, and
• SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon University of
California Hastings College of the Law to be a leader in providing free feminine
hygiene products, and
• SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon Student Services to
fund free feminine hygiene products and required dispensers through the general
funds used to stock the bathroom, and
• SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls for dispensers to include a
timing mechanism so one student cannot push the lever again and again and clean out
the supply, 11 and
• SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls for an all campus email
when the dispensers are in place and for a mechanism to the campus community to
report when supplies are low, and
• SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon the State of
California to introduce another bill that expands AB 10 to all public universities and
colleges, including the University of California and the California State University,
and
• SO BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall seek an ABA House of
Delegate Resolution calling for states to pass statutes requiring free feminine hygiene
products be available in all bathrooms.
4. RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE RELEASE OF BAR COURSE RECORDINGS
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to release all bar
class recordings to the respective students in that particular class with access until the
end of their bar examination period,
• BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to release
all bar class recordings within 24 hours of the lecture, and
• BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to password
protect all bar class recordings so it may be limited to students who have taken the
class, and
• BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to devise
proper privacy protocols to ensure the privacy of students and faculty are respected.
5. COOL ISLAND LEARNING CENTER
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH General Council believes that a Cool Island
Learning Center should be established on campus to facilitate ongoing student and
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community-based research partnerships and projects that investigate mitigations to 
urban heat island effects and help inform Long Range Campus Plan development. 
6. RESOLUTION FOR A CAMPUS-WIDE “Leaders Against Sexual Assault and
Harassment” PLEDGE
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH should organize a campus-wide “Leaders
Against Sexual Assault and Harassment” pledge to encourage Hastings students,
faculty, and staff to be leaders in preventing sexual assault and harassment on and off
campus.
• SO BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, the pledge should read “Through my own
actions, I pledge to show that any form of sexual assault and harassment is not
tolerated. I will lead by speaking out against any form of sexual harassment, starting
with sexist, offensive jokes on and off campus.”
7. RESOLUTION TO MOVE CLOCKS TO THE BACK OF THE CLASSROOM
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall call upon UC Hastings to move add
clocks from the front to the back of the classroom
8. CALLING FOR THE ADOPTION OF SENSIBLE GUN SAFETY MEASURES
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH denounces the heinous massacre in Las
Vegas, and supports the enactment of sensible gun safety measures at the federal,
state, and local level, including a reinstatement of the federal assault weapons ban,
and expansion of the existing ban on automatic weapons by banning bump stocks and
other devices that simulate the rapid fire of automatic weapons;
• SO BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, that ASUCH calls on the UC Hastings
administration to conduct an active shooter safety drill to prepare students and staff
for an on-campus active shooter situation, to explore providing emergency response
training to students to provide lifesaving first aid, and to establish a system by which
students in proximity to an active shooter situation, whether on campus or elsewhere,
can check in with the school to confirm that they are safe and/or to receive assistance.
9. RESOLUTION APPROVING THE WELLNESS FEE ADVISORY BOARD
CHARTER2
• SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall approve the Wellness Fee Advisory
Board Charter below
PENDING ASUCH RESOLUTIONS (as of Nov 20, 2017) 
10. RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE UC HASTINGS FACULTY TO VOTE
TO ALLOW STUDENT “X” TO TAKE THE FINAL EXAM 24 HOURS
EARLY
• SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH affirms that the situation for Student “X” is an
extraordinary situation that could warrant for early examination taking, and
• SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, ASUCH calls upon the UC Hastings faculty to
vote for an immediate exemption from the rules for Student “X” to take the final
exam 24 hours prior, and
• SO BE IT FINALY RESOLVED, ASUCH calls for a reexamination of Academic
Regulations Rule 3002 to allow early examinations within 48 hours in extraordinary
2 This is in reference to administering the Wellness Fee ($100) that the Board of Directors approved back in June 
2017. 
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conditions that prevent a student from taking the examination at the scheduled time or 
later during the final examination period. 
11. RESOLUTION TO EXPAND ACADEMIC CREDIT FOR NONPAID
EXTERNSHIPS DURING THE FIRST SUMMER AND THIRD SEMESTER
OF LAW SCHOOLS
• SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to allow academic credits
for externships starting from the summer after first year and including the third
semester of law school.3
12. RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE INSTALLATION OF HAND
SANITIZERS IN every bathroom, every dining facility, and at the entrance and
exit to every building4
• SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to install and maintain hand
sanitizers in every bathroom, every dining facility or wherever food may be served,
and at the entrance and exit to every building to promote proper hand hygiene and
health.
13. RESOLUTION TO SIGN ON THE ABA LAW STUDENT DIVISION LETTER
CALLING FOR GREATER TRANSPARENCY OF LAW SCHOOLS
• SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH shall sign on as a signatory of the letter (attached
below), which shall be delivered to the Council on February 8th, 2018.5
14. RESOLUTION TO ENCOURAGE UC HASTINGS TO EXPLORE THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SEXUAL VIOLENCE, SEXUAL
HARASSMENT AND COORDINATED COMMUNITY REVIEW/RESPONSE
TEAMS (CCRT) [still in draft]
• RESOLVED, ASUCH calls for a systematic review of sexual harassment and other
Title IX policies at UC Hastings
ASUCH’s activeness in the resolutions process is to ensure that there is (a) an official record and 
notice and (b) official buy-in by student representatives. We hope the College shall implement 
these resolutions. We appreciate the College’s activeness in responding to these resolutions. 
3 A faculty member offered amendments that ASUCH will most likely adopt: 
“I wish you would split the “academic credit for externships” into two separate resolutions, one addressing 
Summer judicial externships and one addressing only removing the prohibition on third semester 
externships.  Faculty will perceive a big difference between (1) giving credit for work during an academic 
semester (as is already done for other semesters), and (2) expanding the granting of academic credits into 
SUMMER externships.  #1 is much easier to accomplish than #2 will be.  
I would also recommend that you add a strong recommendation that hastings create a SECOND position 
for externship supervision, akin to Brittany Glidden’s role.  The simple fact is, we cannot add academic 
credit externships without another body — Brittany is already working at what I would say is above full 
capacity. If ASUCH recognizes this and advocates for sufficient resources, ASUCH will look even more 
“smart” and credible.” 
4 Supported by the Student Health Services at UC Hastings. 
5 WHEREAS, the following letter calls for Standard 509 report to provide 
A) data on J.D. program completion and bar passage success by LSAT;
B) disaggregated borrowing data by graduating class, including subcategories by race and gender;
C) disaggregated data on the amount of tuition paid by class year (1L or upper-level), race, and gender; and
D) data on applicants and scholarships by gender and, to the extent the Section does not do so already, by
race. 
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Student Life 
The first year class has not been as responsive to the Inns of Court as last year. The new system 
gave a faculty, alumni, and upper division student mentor to a small group of students, but 
Student Services and I have sent multiple emails with very limited success. Alumni mentors have 
reported similar difficulties. We suspect that the increased academic focus during orientation 
may have set up the frame of reference. First year students believe in academic success far more 
than networking, which we don’t see it as wrong. However, I believe UC Hastings is stronger as 
a community. That being said, the pop up Inn Coffee Shop which happened each Tuesday 9-9:30 
AM seemed to have been helpful. Additionally, moving the lunches for Inns of Court from a 
classroom to the Shark Tank has contributed to more of the first year students mingling and 
talking.  
The Barrister Ball, which happened on October 20th at Hotel 
Whitcomb went well and was sold-out. We were fortunate to 
get the venue for free. The near $20,000 event was mostly 
covered by ticket prices. ASUCH allocated more funds to 
Barrister Ball this year under the assumption that Spring Fling 
will not take place next year.6 
Halloween at the Tower went phenomenally well. A special 
shout out to the Internal Vice President, Tamar Burke; CFO 
David Seward; and Jarda Brych at the Tower for coordinating 
this. Over 200 children came out and got to trick or treat 
throughout the Tower. 
Students in Action7 
A. Student Accolades 
UC Hastings students have been winning competitions and accolades left and right. 
Pablo Wudka-Robles (3L), Ellie Barczak (2L), Kara Goidosik (2L), and Ali Wolf (2L) for 
winning first place at the ABA Los Angeles Regional Competition. They will now go on to 
compete in nationals. Additionally, Neiloo Sajedi (3L), Negeen Abrishamcar (3L), Thomas Dal 
Pino (2L), and Erin Zatlin (2L) placed second at the San Francisco Trial Lawyers Association's 
(SFTLA) annual Trial competition. 
The student organization, American Constitution Society at UC Hastings for being named 
the ACS Student Chapter of the Week. Meanwhile, Hastings Homeless Legal Services was 
awarded the prestigious Brennan Award by the St. Vincent de Paul Society of San Francisco. 
6 Director of Community Affairs (DIRCA)’s Official Statement on Sept. 26, 2017 
7 Many thanks to Alex Shapiro with his brilliant “Thinkers and Doers” and his tweeting and instagramming of 
students’ achievements and successes! 
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Ramon Becerra-Alcantar, 1L, and Lucy Garciafor, 2L, both received the Justice & Diversity 
Center (JDC) of The Bar Association of San Francisco’s 2017 Bay Area Minority Law Student 
Scholarship. 
B. Students in the Community 
What always amazed me was UC Hastings students’ ability to contribute to the community 
around them. For example, Nicholas González, 1L, was named co-chair of the San Francisco 
LGBT Community Center. 
UC Hastings Asian Pacific American Law Student Association (APALSA) with the San 
Francisco Intellectual Property Law Association (SFIPLA) hosted The Slants who performed 
live and discussed their recent US Supreme Court win in the case of Matal v. Tam, 137 S.Ct. 
1744. 
The recent wildfires inspired UC Hastings community members to help out. Christians at 
Hastings, with assistance from Anne Marie Helm, Chief of Staff for the Chancellor and Dean, 
and ASUCH, coordinated a school-wide drive and drove up to volunteer during the fire. Tracy 
Luong, 2L, and UC Hastings alumni provided legal counsel to the wildfire victims at Redwood 
Valley. 
On Nov. 9, Kelsey Campbell, the Editor in Chief of the Hastings Constitutional Law Quarterly 
and Commissioner on the San Francisco Veterans Affairs Commission, wrote a San Francisco 
Chronicle op-ed, titled “Honor the American Values for which our veterans fought.” She wrote 
that: 
“We were from vastly different backgrounds, held different political beliefs, and had 
different initial motivations for joining the service. During our service, we were bound by 
one common thing: an oath. We all swore to uphold and defend the Constitution of the 
United States of America. . . Our society is formed not around a set ethnic identity, but 
around shared ideals . . . We did not serve for the interests of a single person or political 
party. We served to protect the founding principles that, for centuries, have made the 
United States a beacon. These principles have attracted many talented and hardworking 
people to our shores, have made us more prosperous and revered, and have won us allies 
and kept us safe . . . I also encourage my fellow Americans to, yes, thank a veteran. But 
more importantly, recognize that the duty and privilege of service to our national ideals is 
not reserved only for those who don the uniform. It belongs to all Americans.” 
I had an opportunity to be published in the ABA’s Student Lawyer magazine. In my article, 
“High cut scores: A bar to the bar?,” I wrote about how high cut scores hurt diversity and called 
for California to lower the cut score: 
“So why a high bar? When the state bar can tell the California Assembly Judiciary 
Committee only that “there is no good answer” for the high cut score, the bar is in danger 
of barring qualified lawyers. Barring without purpose is objectionable. . . In a country 
that has prided itself on being a melting pot, and in a country that’s in great need of 
seeing all sides, a diverse legal community would contribute to better understanding and 
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access for all. . . Certainly, there’s more to do in diversifying the legal profession than 
lowering the bar threshold in California. But it’s one step, nonetheless.” 
Lastly, Ryan Khojasteh, 2L and the youngest Commissioner of the San Francisco Immigrant 
Rights Commission, has declared his Congress run for the 12th Congressional District of 
California seat. He runs against a crowded race that includes Nancy Pelosi. 
On a side note, the time of this writing, the California bar passage rate for ABA law schools was 
70%, up from 62%. The passage rate per school has not yet been released, but I am cautiously 
optimistic. The team put in place by the Board has been active and have been willing to hear the 
concerns of students. For that, I am grateful. 
In closing, I want to thank Dean David Faigman, CFO David Seward, Dean Morris Ratner, and 
all of the UC Hastings community. The College has worked to become all the more welcoming 
and inclusive while striving to capitalize on the academic potential of students. The work the 
College is putting in to restore and expand the academic potential of the community is 
extraordinary. 
In particular, a thank you to the General Counsel Elise Traynum and Briana Meadows for the 
Sexual Harassment in the Legal Industry panel. Because of that panel, students are rallying to 
update the sexual violence/sexual harassment policy at UC Hastings. 
As always, I appreciate and thank the Board for the opportunity to voice ASUCH initiatives and 
student concerns. At the end of the day, I am confident that the Board shall keep the College 
accountable and growing. Even as I enter my last semester, I see those coming behind me, and I 
know that the changes that happen now are important and critical to the success of this College.  
If you would like to reach me or discuss anything with me, I would be happy to do so. 
Additionally, if you would like copies of all my letters, please let me know as well. Please reach 
me at my email, schang@uchastings.edu. Thank you for your time and attention. 
Most Respectfully Submitted, 
Samuel M. Chang 
2016-2018 President 
Associated Students, UC Hastings College of the Law 
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Appendix A: ASUCH President Presentation to ASUCH on Nov. 7, 2017 
As you notice, the number of funds the ASUCH activity fee gave and then disbursed is glaringly 
abnormal. In all, our estimates still got the same ending cash balance, but it has been a concern 
by ASUCH General Council as to what happened during this period. 
Chart 1: Student Organization Disbursement According to Fiscal Office 
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Appendix B: Approved and Pending 
Resolutions (starting next page) 
 
ASUCH General Council Meeting: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 (12-1PM), LBML 
Proposed Resolution 
September 26, 2017 
RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE UC HASTINGS ACADEMIC DEAN TO 
CONSIDER MAKING A UNIFORM EXAM FEEDBACK RUBRIC AVAILABLE TO 
FACULTY AND ADJUNCTS WHO DO NOT RETURN EXAMS TO THE RECORDS 
OFFICE.  
Author: Melanie O’Day 
Co-sponsors: Samuel M. Chang 
WHEREAS, last year the faculty agreed that providing students feedback was key to preparing 
students for a legal career and passing the Bar exam, and 
WHEREAS, some faculty and adjuncts do not return exams to the Records Office, and 
WHEREAS, a transcript grade without more specific feedback is not sufficient to help students 
improve their performance, and 
WHEREAS, some faculty have expressed that they hold back exams but they encourage students 
to schedule an appointment with them for feedback, and 
WHEREAS, many students do not feel they have time to make appointments for exam feedback 
for a course they completed, yet would still benefit from feedback on areas to improve or be 
more motivated to make time if they had specific questions about skills they could improve, and 
WHEREAS, feedback could be provided through a quick rubric or memo while protecting the 
exam confidentiality for faculty who hold back their exams, and 
WHEREAS, such feedback would assist students in understanding the grade they received and 
how they can improve their legal skills, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon the Academic Dean to consider making a 
uniform exam feedback rubric available to faculty and adjuncts who opt not to return exams to 
the Records Office, and 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon the Academic Dean to strongly 
encourage faculty and adjuncts to return completed rubrics to the Records Office. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 26th day of September, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
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Please feel free to make an appointment to meet with me to speak further about your exam! 
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Proposed Resolution 
September 26, 2017 
RESOLUTION TO REQUEST REVISION OF 24 HOUR EXAM POLICY TO EXTEND 
TO MPRE 
Author: Nicholas Raimondo 
WHEREAS, the MPRE is required for law students to be admitted to the Bar in almost all U.S. 
jurisdictions, and 
WHEREAS, the MPRE requires registration months in advance with a lower fee and wider 
choice of venue being available for early registration, and  
WHEREAS, many students do not know the date of their exams when registering for the MPRE 
and also hold summer jobs or take classes in the summer, and  
WHEREAS, the registration fee is nonrefundable, and 
WHEREAS, the current Delayed Taking: 24 hour rule (Academic Regulations 3003) does not 
contemplate reschedules for events outside the College, and  
WHEREAS, in the interest of student success in admission to the Bar in their respective 
jurisdictions, and recognizing the importance of fair preparation for both college exams and 
outside exams,  
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the ASUCH General Council shall request a revision of 
Academic Regulation 3003 that will extend the Delayed Taking: 24 hour rule to apply to the 
MPRE when it falls within 24 hours of all sit down midterm and final exams. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 26th day of September, 2017. 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 10, 2017 
RESOLUTION FOR FREE FEMININE HYGIENE PRODUCTS DISPENSERS IN ALL 
BATHROOMS IN 100 MCALLISTER, 198 MCALLISTER, 200 MCALLISTER, and 333 
GOLDEN GATE 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
Co-sponsors: Sonya Patel, Natalie Dreyer, Keegan Ross, Andres Ramos, Nicholas Raimondo, 
Tamar Burke, and Erica Goodwin, 
WHEREAS, the California Legislature enrolled AB 10, “Feminine hygiene products: public 
school restrooms,” on September 13, 2017,1 and 
WHEREAS, AB 10 would require that “A public school maintaining any combination of classes 
from grade 6 to grade 12, inclusive, . . . shall stock at least 50 percent of the school’s restrooms 
with feminine hygiene products at all times,” and 
WHEREAS, AB 10 would require that “A public school described in subdivision (a) shall not 
charge for any menstrual products provided to pupils, including, but not limited to, feminine 
hygiene products, and 
WHEREAS, AB 10 defines “feminine hygiene products” to mean “tampons and sanitary napkins 
for use in connection with the menstrual cycle,” and 
1 Legislation Summary: New York City adopted legislation in 2016 requiring free feminine hygiene 
products in bathrooms of school buildings. However, “other jurisdictions have proposed legislation to 
provide free menstrual hygiene products in public buildings and/or schools, including New York State in 
2015 and Wisconsin in 2015. Neither of these bills was successful. Five states currently have similar 
measures pending before their legislative bodies, including Illinois [successful on September 15, 2017], 
Maryland, Connecticut, Tennessee, and South Carolina.” Assem. Com. on Education, Analysis of Assem. 
Bill No. 10 (2017-2018 Reg. Sess.) as amended March 7, 2017, pg. 3. Also, “state legislators in California 
[AB 1561], New York and a handful of other states have introduced legislation to lift sales taxes on 
sanitary products in those states. So has the city of Chicago. Canada lifted taxes on sanitary products last 
year, though a similar campaign in Britain failed.” Roni Caryn Rabin, Free the Tampon, N.Y. TIMES 
(February 29, 2016). “Canada abolished its national Goods and Services Tax on menstrual products last 
summer. A petition in the United Kingdom garnered more than 300,000 signatures and spurred a ruling 
by the European Union to allow member states to reduce the Value Added Tax on menstrual products to 
zero. Kenya not only eliminated the tax but also since 2011 has budgeted the equivalent of $3 million per 
year to distribute free sanitary pads in schools in low-income communities. In the United States this year, 
fifteen of the 40 states that still have a “tampon tax” moved to change it. Illinois and New York State both 
passed laws that now await their respective governor’s signature; Connecticut eliminated the tampon tax 
in its budget, effective 2018. Just last week, the American Medical Association released a statement 
urging states to exempt menstrual products from sales tax.” Jennifer Weiss-Wolf, New York Makes 
History, with Tampons and Pads, N.Y. TIMES (June 21, 2016). Finally, the American Medical 
Association passed a resolution calling for the elimination of the sales tax on feminine hygiene products 
in June 2016. 
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WHEREAS, the author of AB 10 argued that “providing tampons and pads is about equity and 
social justice,”2 and 
WHEREAS, the author of AB 10 argued that “[f]eminine hygiene products are vital for the 
health, well-being and full participation of women and girls,”3 and 
WHEREAS, AB 10 was supported by many organizations including American Civil Liberties 
Union of California, California School Nurses Organization, and California Employment 
Lawyers Association,4 and 
WHEREAS, all correctional facilities in the state of California offers free feminine hygiene 
products,5 and 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings Student Health Services offers some free feminine hygiene products 
within its limited hours, and 
WHEREAS, at least one bathroom at UC Hastings offers feminine hygiene products for a 
quarter,6 and 
WHEREAS, feminine hygiene products are not always stocked in these bathrooms, and 
WHEREAS, Brown University, University of Minnesota, University of Nebraska at Lincoln, and 
Columbia University offer free feminine hygiene products in campus bathrooms,7 and 
2 Sen. Com. on Education, Analysis of Assem. Bill No. 10 (2017-2018 Reg. Sess.), pg. 2.  
3 Id. 
4 AB 10 is supported by 9 to 5 California; Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment; 
American Association of University Women; American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees; American Civil Liberties Union of California; American Congress of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists; A Stronger California: Securing Economic Opportunity for all Women; California Asset 
Building Coalition; California Child Care Resource and Referral Network; California Domestic Workers 
Coalition; California Employment Lawyers Association; California Health+ Advocates; California 
Immigrant Policy Center; California Latinas for Reproductive Justice; California Partnership; California 
School Nurses Organization; California State PTA; California Teachers Association; California Women’s 
Law Center; California Work and Family Coalition; Center for Popular Democracy; Child Care Law 
Center; Children’s Defense Fund – California; City and County of San Francisco, Department on the 
Status of Women; Common Sense Kids Action; Courage Campaign; Downtown Women’s Action 
Coalition; Equal Rights Advocates; Legal Aid Society Employment Law Center; Mujeres Unidas y 
Activas National Association of Social Workers, California Chapter; National Council of Jewish Women, 
Los Angeles; Opportunity Institute; Parent Voices; Planned Parenthood; Raising California Together; San 
Francisco Living Wage Coalition; Tradeswomen, Inc.; Voices of Progress; Western Center on Law & 
Poverty; and Women’s Foundation of California. 
5 Sen. Com. on Education, Analysis of Assem. Bill No. 10 (2017-2018 Reg. Sess.), pg. 2. 
6 Request for information from UC Hastings Facilities on how many women bathrooms are stocked with a 
feminine hygiene product dispenser was not responded by the time this resolution was submitted. 
7 Jake New, If Condoms Are Free, Why Aren't Tampons?, Inside Higher Ed (Mar. 11, 2016). See also 
Lexie Schapitl, Some UMD bathrooms might start providing free feminine hygiene products, THE 
DIAMONDBACK (January 26, 2017); Abigail Jones, Free Tampons and Pads are Making Their Way to 
U.S. Colleges, High Schools and Middle Schools, NEWSWEEK (September 6, 2016) (“Brown . . . one of 
the first higher-education institutions to implement such a widespread program . . .  Inside Higher 
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WHEREAS, feminine hygiene product dispensers would be used by students, staff, and faculty 
at all times and thus should be made accessible at all times, and 
WHEREAS, Free the Tampon movement have calculated the cost of stocking feminine hygiene 
products at restrooms was $4.67 per woman,8 and  
WHEREAS, the Daily Cal, in its April 4th, 2017 op-ed, argues that “To those who claim that 
menstrual products in on-campus bathrooms will simply not be feasible for UC Berkeley’s 
budget, I ask, why is it feasible to provide free toilet paper and seat covers in every bathroom? 
Free condoms and chapstick in every residence hall? Free water bottles with built-in filters in 
every dorm room?,”9 and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH declares feminine hygiene products should be offered 
for free in all restrooms10 whenever the buildings at 100 McAllister, 198 McAllister, 200 
McAllister, and 333 Golden Gate are open, and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon University of California 
Hastings College of the Law to be a leader in providing free feminine hygiene products, and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon Student Services to fund free 
feminine hygiene products and required dispensers through the general funds used to stock the 
bathroom, and 
Ed reported that students at the University of Arizona, Columbia University, Emory College, Reed 
College, the University of Nebraska at Lincoln, UCLA and Grinnell College, among others, have all 
advocated for free menstrual products on campus.”); Stephanie Palazzolo, Harris School to Put Feminine 
Hygiene Products in Building's Women's Restrooms, CHICAGO MAROON (Feb. 22, 2017) (reporting 
University of Chicago’s Harris School of Public Policy has made feminine hygiene products available); 
Juliana Furgala, TCU Senate establishes trial program to provide free feminine hygiene products in 
public restrooms on campus, TUFTS DAILY (Mar. 11, 2016); Peyton David, UW implements free 
menstrual products pilot program, THE BADGER HERALD (Apr. 6, 2017) (“The pilot is loosely based on 
similar programs at other Big Ten institutions, such as the University of Michigan, University of 
Maryland and Northwestern University”). However, there been tension over university administration and 
students when these feminine hygiene products were in place. See SHU still lacks working feminine 
product dispensers, THE SETONIAN (Mar. 29, 2017) (discussing issues at Seton University; Recent Trends 
in Feminine Hygiene Dispensing, CLEANLINK (Mar. 14, 2017) (discussing issues at University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas). 
8 Roni Caryn Rabin, Free the Tampon, N.Y. TIMES (February 29, 2016). 
9 Chloe Lau, Campus should provide free menstrual products to students, DAILY CALIFORNIAN (Apr. 4, 
2017). 
10 Jones, supra note 7 (“By putting menstrual products in women’s, men’s and gender-
inclusive bathrooms, Nguyen’s campaign highlights an often ignored fact: Not all people who menstruate 
are women. “We wanted to set a tone of trans-inclusivity and not forget that they’re an important part of 
the population,” he says. “I’d be naïve to say there won’t be push back. I’ve had questions about why 
we’re implementing this in male bathrooms as well. It’s an initial confusion, but people generally 
understand when we explain it.”). See also Nathan Hansen, UW-L initiative adds no-cost feminine 
hygiene products to all bathrooms on campus, LA CROSSE TRIBUNE (Oct. 8, 2017) (“Having the products 
available in men’s restrooms will also increase inclusivity for those in the student population who are 
transitioning or are transgender.”). 
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SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls for dispensers to include a timing 
mechanism so one student cannot push the lever again and again and clean out the supply,11 and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls for an all campus email when the 
dispensers are in place and for a mechanism to the campus community to report when supplies 
are low, and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon the State of California to 
introduce another bill that expands AB 10 to all public universities and colleges, including the 
University of California and the California State University, and 
SO BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall seek an ABA House of Delegate 
Resolution calling for states to pass statutes requiring free feminine hygiene products be 
available in all bathrooms.12 
Respectfully submitted, on this 8th day of October, 2017. 
11 Susan Rinkunas, One NYC High School Now Offers Free Tampons, N.Y. Magazine (Sept. 22, 2015) 
(“A Columbus, Ohio, industrial design firm is developing a prototype dispenser for manufacturer 
Hospeco that has a timing mechanism so you can’t just push the lever again and again and clean it out. 
The machine was designed with input from Free the Tampons founder Nancy Kramer.” 
12 Additional asks could be adding dispensers to the ADA, ADAAG and American Restroom Guidelines 
as well Department of Education guidelines. See Madeline Potts, Let’s Talk About Those Tampon 
Machines In Bathrooms, Medium (May 26, 2016). 
ASUCH General Council Meeting: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 (12-1PM), LBML 
Credit to Free the Tampon Movement 
ftt_infographic.pdf
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH as the the general funds used 
to stock the bathrooms should cover such expenses. 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 10, 2017 
RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE RELEASE OF BAR COURSE RECORDINGS 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
Co-sponsors: Tamar Burke and Erica Goodwin  
WHEREAS, UC Hastings’ bar passage rate was 51% during the July 2016 administration, and 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings has been increasing its bar passage support resources with the hiring 
of Margaret Greer, implementation of the “Prior Bar Lectures and Workshops” canvas page, and 
reforming the Critical Studies courses to assist, and 
WHEREAS, the “Prior Bar Lectures and Workshops” include “Bar Subject Refresher Lecture 
Recordings,” which include recordings by faculty members on certain dates, and 
WHEREAS, all lectures are recorded and made available whenever the professor of that class 
authorizes for that lecture to be released, and 
WHEREAS, “70% of US colleges and schools of pharmacy reported routinely using classroom 
lecture capture software for curriculum delivery,”13 and 
WHEREAS, Panopto points out that professors speak at a rate of 120 words per minute — while 
most students can only write at 20,14 and 
WHEREAS, Panopto, the recording software for UC Hastings, noted that the number one reason 
students want lectures available is that “they offer a study aid that is second to none. Readings 
need to be parsed. Notes have to be deciphered. But if a video is available, the students have 
instant access to information — exactly how their professor shared it the first time — in a format 
they can rewind, replay, and follow along with in real time. It is the simplest means to revisit 
complex materials and grasp challenging concepts,”15 and 
WHEREAS, Times Higher Education published an op-ed by David Grummet stating that with 
lecture capture, “rather than having to take notes, the students actually looked at me during the 
live lecture, absorbing at least some of what I was saying. This made the lecturing experience 
much more engaging,”16 
13 Lena M. Maynor, et. al, Student and Faculty Perceptions of Lecture Recording in a Doctor of 
Pharmacy Curriculum, 77 AM. J. PHARM. ED. 165 (Oct. 14, 2013). 
14 What Makes Recording Lectures So Popular Among Students?, Panopto (June 27, 2017) (emphasis 
added). 
15 Id. (emphasis added) 
16 David Grummet, Recording lectures benefited me and my students, TIMES HIGHER EDUCATION (Aug. 
18, 2016). 
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WHEREAS, the American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education published a study stating that 
“most students perceived [lecture capture] as beneficial” by using lecture capture for “multiple 
purposes, including preparing for examinations, listening to segments of a class lecture again, 
improving understanding of course material, and supplementing notes taken during class,”17 
WHEREAS, in the course Mr. Grummet taught, 48 per cent of respondents said that the 
recordings greatly enhanced their learning, with 94 per cent acknowledging some positive impact 
of the lecture capture,18 and 
WHEREAS, “close to 90 percent of private universities cited lecture capture as an important part 
of their campus plans,”19 
WHEREAS, the study referenced above stated “only a small percentage of students indicated 
that they used lecture recordings as an alternative to attending lectures” and that “some data 
show that lecture recordings have a minimal impact on pharmacy student attendance, while other 
data demonstrate a moderate correlation between skipping class and viewing recorded 
lectures,”20 and 
WHEREAS, the journal, Computers & Education, published a study concluding that “[d]espite 
high usage, lecture recordings do not have a significant impact on academic performance, either 
across the cohort or with students that use the recordings,”21 
WHEREAS, a best practice was to “limit the length of time that students have access” to the 
lectures and  
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to release all bar class 
recordings to the respective students in that particular class with access until the end of their bar 
examination period, 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to release all bar class 
recordings within 24 hours of the lecture, and 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to password protect all 
bar class recordings so it may be limited to students who have taken the class, and 
17 Maynor, supra note 13. 
18 Grummet, supra note 16. 
19 Ioanna Opidee, Lecture capture: Privacy, please, UNIVERSITY BUSINESS (May 28, 2014). 
20 Maynor, supra note 13. 
21 Wendy Leadbeater, et. al., Evaluating the use and impact of lecture recording in undergraduates: 
Evidence for distinct approaches by different groups of students, 61 COMPUTERS & EDUCATION 185 (Feb. 
2013). 
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BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to devise proper privacy 
protocols to ensure the privacy of students and faculty are respected.22 
Respectfully submitted, on this 7th day of October, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH. 
22 See Opidee, supra note 19. 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 24, 2017 
COOL ISLAND LEARNING CENTER 
Author: Sam Micon 
Co-Sponsor: David Casarrubias 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings College is situated in one of the densest urban areas of the country 
with some of the most vulnerable residents;  
WHEREAS, within 33 blocks we have over 40,000 residents; the highest concentration of 
children, seniors, disabled people, veterans, un-housed, formerly incarcerated people and people 
who are chronically ill in San Francisco. This neighborhood has the least access to healthy green 
space – only one park of less than ½ an acre where people of all ages are allowed. Climate 
change as global warming is evident in our region in the unprecedented 5-year drought, record-
breaking temperatures and Indian Summer fire storms in Northern California. One of the most 
pronounced direct, human contributions to global warming in an urban setting is the Heat Island 
effect where temperature differentials of 10 – 15 degrees are created between urban and rural or 
suburban settings. The Cool Island Catalyst project is an adaptive management program 
designed to reduce the Tenderloin /Civic Center/ Mid-Market heat island through the capital and 
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reclamation, a mosaic of greenspaces, increased tree canopy and reduction of absorptive 
surfaces, an emergent research topic in environmental health and urban resilience. Because San 
Francisco is in a Mediterranean climate understanding and transmitting this learning can have 
global implications because our climate characteristics are shared with four other, extremely 
populous regions of the world: the Mediterranean Sea coastal zones, eastern South Africa, south 
eastern coastal South America and southeastern coastal Australia. 
WHEREAS, Sustainability and resilience in this changing environment requires an adaptive 
management approach to reduction of emissions 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings has   embarked upon the Long Range Campus Plan which will rebuild 
or rehabilitate 3/4s of our campus within ten years and aims for the campus to become the most 
sustainable school possible by 2025. 
WHEREAS, University of California Office of the President has directed all UC campuses to 
adopt their own unique sustainability and resilience profile specific to their own regions and 
institutional goals and operationalize it in their campuses as Living Laboratories. 
UC Hastings though not bound by this directive can employ it as a guide and a bridge to deeper 
partnership with other UCs. 
WHEREAS, Studying the intersections of environmental health, technological innovation and 
policy necessary to address heat island effects offers many unparalleled opportunities for 
institutional partnership and service learning for UC Hastings students.  
WHEREAS, Systematic study of effective responses to our changing environmental regime will 
improve health outcomes for both students and the surrounding neighborhoods and therefore is 
mission critical for the long-term resilience of the campus community, [See Everybody Needs 
Nature UCSF-UC Hastings collaboration 2017, preliminary report.] 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH General Council believes that a Cool Island Learning 
Center should be established on campus to facilitate ongoing student and community-based 
research partnerships and projects that investigate mitigations to urban heat island effects and 
help inform Long Range Campus Plan development. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 24th day of October, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will cost the ASUCH $0. 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 24, 2017 
RESOLUTION FOR A CAMPUS-WIDE “Leaders Against Sexual Assault and 
Harassment” PLEDGE 
Author: Jessica Rogers 
WHEREAS, every 98 seconds another American is sexually assaulted, and many of these sexual 
assaults can be prevented or stopped by witnesses.1 
WHEREAS, rape and sexual assault victimizations are more likely to go unreported than other 
types of violent crime. 
WHEREAS, lawyers and law students should be role models and promote justice. 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH should organize a campus-wide “Leaders Against 
Sexual Assault and Harassment” pledge to encourage Hastings students, faculty, and staff to be 
leaders in preventing sexual assault and harassment on and off campus. 
SO BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, the pledge should read “Through my own actions, I 
pledge to show that any form of sexual assault and harassment is not tolerated.  I will lead by 
speaking out against any form of sexual harassment, starting with sexist, offensive jokes on and 
off campus.” 
Respectfully submitted, on this 17th day of October, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will cost ASUCH $0. 
1 Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization 
Survey, 2010-2014 (2015). 
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Attachment: Proposed first draft for the pledge 
"In the End, we will remember not the words of our enemies, but the silence of our friends." – 
Martin Luther King Jr. 
Leaders Against Sexual Assault and Harassment Pledge 
October 23, 2017 
Through my own actions, I pledge to show that any form of sexual assault and 
harassment is not tolerated.  I will lead by speaking out against any form of sexual 
harassment, starting with sexist, offensive jokes on and off campus. 
Name Signature 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 24, 2017 
RESOLUTION TO MOVE ADD CLOCKS TO THE BACK OF THE CLASSROOM 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
Sponsor: David Levine  
WHEREAS, clocks in 198 McAllister classrooms are in the front of the classroom, and 
WHEREAS, professors sometimes go over the scheduled end time of a class because they are 
not aware of the time, and 
WHEREAS, having the clocks in 198 McAllister classrooms be in the back of the classroom 
would ensure professors have better access to the time, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall call upon UC Hastings to move add clocks from 
the front to the back of the classroom, and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH General Council shall appoint Katie Gross 
to lead the Task Force in ensuring that clocks are moved to the back of the classroom. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 22nd day of October, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH. 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 24, 2017 
CALLING FOR THE ADOPTION OF SENSIBLE GUN SAFETY MEASURES 
Author: Andres Ramos 
Co-Sponsor(s):  
WHEREAS, Every year gun violence takes the lives of innocent Americans in mass shootings, 
including on school campuses; and 
WHEREAS, The recent massacre in Las Vegas tragically demonstrates the need for greater gun 
safety measures to prevent future mass shootings; and  
WHEREAS, It is critical that gun safety measures be enacted to ensure that dangerous weapons 
are kept out of the hands of violent people, and that firearms cannot be modified in an 
unreasonably dangerous manner so as to simulate the rapid fire of a fully automatic weapon;  
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH denounces the heinous massacre in Las Vegas, and 
supports the enactment of sensible gun safety measures at the federal, state, and local level, 
including a reinstatement of the federal assault weapons ban, and expansion of the existing ban 
on automatic weapons by banning bump stocks and other devices that simulate the rapid fire of 
automatic weapons;  
SO BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, that ASUCH calls on the UC Hastings administration 
to conduct an active shooter safety drill to prepare students and staff for an on-campus active 
shooter situation, to explore providing emergency response training to students to provide 
lifesaving first aid, and to establish a system by which students in proximity to an active shooter 
situation, whether on campus or elsewhere, can check in with the school to confirm that they are 
safe and/or to receive assistance.  
Respectfully submitted, on this 20th day of October, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will cost ASUCH $0. 
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Proposed Resolution 
October 24, 2017 
RESOLUTION APPROVING THE WELLNESS FEE ADVISORY BOARD CHARTER 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors approved a Wellness Fee in June 2017, and 
WHEREAS, discussion of the Wellness Fee, which included the merger of the McAllister Tower 
Gym Fee and the Fitness Center Fee, began last spring with two ASUCH 2L Representatives, 
Student Services, the Office of the Chief Financial Officers, and the ASUCH President, and  
WHEREAS, student fees such as the McAllister Tower Gym Fee and the Fitness Center Fee has 
not been previously under student oversight, and 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors agreed to language that such Wellness Fee should be 
allocated in consultation with students, and 
WHEREAS, a student advisory board would best ensure that student fees are properly being 
allocated, and 
WHEREAS, the ASUCH President submitted a Wellness Fee Advisory Board Charter on August 
31, 2017 to six ASUCH representatives: four 3L representatives and two 2L representatives, the 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer, the Office of Student Services, the General Counsel, the 
Office of the Chancellor and Dean, the Academic Dean, the Chief Development Officer, a 
member of the Student Health Advisory Committee, and the Property Manager of McAllister 
Tower for review, and 
WHEREAS, all comments have now been incorporated into the charter below and has been 
signed off by the Office of Student Services, Office of the Chief Financial Officer, and the Office 
of the Chancellor and Dean, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall approve the Wellness Fee Advisory Board Charter 
below, and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH General Council shall approve 
appointments of four general body student members by electronic vote, which shall give ASUCH 
General Council members 3 days to vote, such that the work of the Wellness Fee may begin 
immediately. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 22nd day of October, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH. 
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University of California, Hastings College of the Law 
Wellness Fee Advisory Board 
Charter 
Proposed August 24, 2017 
ARTICLE I: PURPOSE and DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY
A. The Wellness Fee Advisory Board (hereafter referred to as the “Board”) is the principal 
advisory board intended to assure that structured student input is received to guide the 
distribution of the mandatory, indefinite Wellness Fee at the University of California, 
Hastings College of the Law established by the UC Hastings Board of Directors at its 
June 2017 meeting. The Wellness Fee Advisory Board operates under this charter with 
the approval of the Board of Directors; Chancellor and Dean; Chief Financial Officer; 
and the Associated Students, UC Hastings (ASUCH) General Council. The Board is 
charged by the Chancellor and Dean and the Chief Financial Officer and given the 
responsibility to monitor all activities, services, personnel, and facilities funded by the 
Wellness Fee in part or in full to have the emphases, breadth, and coordination to support 
the philosophy, missions, and goals of the University of California, Hastings College of 
the Law. 
B. This Charter shall be adhered to by the Board and shall serve as the primary document for 
all Board functions. The principal role of the Board is to evaluate Wellness Fee-funded 
activities and make recommendations for allocations of the revenue generated (based on 
enrollment) by the Wellness Fee. This Board shall satisfy the Board of Directors’ 
directive that the Wellness Fee’s “annual spending plans would be coordinated with the 
Student Services Office in consultation with ASUCH” or its successor entity. 
ARTICLE II: DUTIES of the BOARD
A. The Board will exercise oversight over all uses of revenue generated (based on 
enrollment) by the Wellness Fee to ensure it is used for the benefit of students in a 
manner consistent with this Charter. This shall include the Board reviewing and 
approving a recommended annual operating budget for the Wellness Fee, capital 
improvements, maintenance and renovation, and purchase of equipment. 
B. The Board will ensure that the proposed Wellness Fee uses are in the best interests of the 
College and its students and in compliance with the College’s existing policies and 
guidelines. The Board will deliver an overall annual program recommendation to the 
Assistant Dean of Student Services and the Chief Financial Officer of the College in time 
for the May meeting of the Finance Committee of the UC Hastings Board of Directors. 
C. The Board will evaluate the quality of student services and programs supporting wellness 
activities and recommend ways to improve them, if necessary. 
D. The Board will endeavor to eliminate duplication of effort and control wasteful spending 
of Wellness Fee funds. 
E. The Board shall forward a copy of the Wellness Fee annual budget to constituencies of 
the Board no later than the fourth week of the Fall Semester. 
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F. The Board shall advise the Assistant Dean of Student Services on the development of an 
annual budget for the Wellness Fee. The Chief Financial Officer shall coordinate with the 
Board to assure the proposed annual budget recommendation reflects the Board’s 
spending plan and budget policy. 
G. Actions of the Board which will grossly affect the long term financial solvency of the 
facilities or that are inconsistent with the terms of this Charter may be vetoed by the 
Assistant Dean of Student Services. Any such veto shall be in writing, shall be delivered 
to the Board Chair, and shall be accompanied by a written statement on the basis of such 
action. If the Board is unsatisfied with the veto, they may appeal the decision directly to 
the Chief Financial Officer and the Chancellor and Dean. 
ARTICLE III. ACCEPTABLE USE OF THE WELLNESS FEE 
A. The purpose of the mandatory, indefinite Wellness Fee shall be according to the 
description offered to the Board of Directors in June 2017: “Funds generated by this fee 
shall be used to provide services and programs that promote the well-being of students.” 
a. In particular, this fee has been described to support the McAllister Tower Fitness
Center and Gymnasium (new equipment, equipment maintenance, supplies, 
towels, etc.), Wellness Activities and Student Services Events (yoga and Zumba 
classes, massage, meditation, Wellness Week, etc.), and health and nutrition 
awareness. 
b. The passage of this fee allowed for the elimination of two existing student fees,
the McAllister Tower Gym Fee and the Fitness Center Fee, and is combined into 
one broadly defined increased Wellness Fee. This fee should limit the amount the 
College previously used to subsidize student wellness events and the fitness 
center. 
B. A sufficient reserve shall be established and maintained to meet projected debt service 
obligations, operating contingencies, and capital needs, if appropriate, in consultation 
with the Board. 
ARTICLE IV: MEMBERSHIP 
A. There shall be a Chair who shall only vote in case of a tie, 12 voting members, and 3 non-
voting members. With exception to the Chair and the Vice Chair, all members shall have 
a two year term. However, members are not required to hold all two years. 
B. All members are to be appointed by the fourth week of Fall Semester. 
C. Voting Members 
a. Chair
b. Vice Chair
c. Four student members selected by the Associated Students, UC Hastings.
d. Two student members selected by the Student Health Advisory Committee.
e. One staff member appointed by the Assistant Dean of Student Services.
f. One faculty member appointed by the Academic Dean.
g. One alumni member appointed by the Chief Development Officer.
h. Director of Student Health Services or his/her designee.
i. Director of Housing Services or equivalent thereof or his/her designee.
D. Non-Voting Members 
a. Chief Financial Officer or his/her designee
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b. Assistant Dean of Student Services or his/her designee
E. Chair 
a. A Chair shall be elected by the membership of the Board during the last meeting
of the Board, or at such time that the position otherwise becomes available.
b. The Chair shall be limited to a registered law student, who is in good standing at
the time of his/her election and remains so during the term of office. A registered
student in good standing is defined by the Registrar’s office guidelines. Once
elected as Chair, the Board member shall no longer serve as the representative to
their respective constituency, and said constituency will select a replacement.
Chair votes only in case of a tie.
i. Only students may be nominated.
ii. The election will take place with sufficient time for the Chair-elect to
organize members of the following year’s Board and be trained by the
current Chair.
iii. A quorum of voting members must participate in the election.
iv. Voting shall be by secret ballot.
v. Term of office will be for one year, starting at the beginning of summer
and ending with the conclusion of the following academic year.
c. The Chair may be removed, for cause, by a three-fourth (3/4) vote of the Board.
d. Responsibilities of the Chair
i. Vote only in the event of a tie.
ii. Prepare and distribute the agenda for all regular and special meetings of
the Board.
iii. Call regular and special meetings.
iv. Preside at all meetings of the Board and ensure that Board practices are
consistent with guidelines set for the Board.
v. Along with staff support, prepare the Board’s annual report of
recommendations to the Assistant Dean of Student Services.
vi. Represent the Board before all campus and other organizations on matters
of interest to the Board, subject only to any limits the Board may wish to
impose.
vii. Train the Chair-elect.
viii. Coordinate orientation of new members and facilitate the exchange of
information between outgoing and incoming members.
F. Vice Chair 
a. The Vice Chair shall be elected and be removed in the same manner as the Chair
described in Article IV, Section E(a) and E(b). The Vice Chair shall still retain the 
power to vote.  
b. The Vice Chair shall advise the Chair and carry out the duties for the Chair in the
Chair’s absence. 
G. Responsibilities of Members 
a. All members are required to attend and participate in all meetings. If a member is
unable to attend a meeting, he/she should notify the Chair twenty-four hours in 
advance. 
b. If a member is not fulfilling member duties, the member will forfeit membership
status and the Chair will request a replacement from the appointing body. 
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c. If a member is absent from more than two meetings in a single semester of the
Board, the member will forfeit membership status, and the Chair will request a
replacement from the appointing body.
H. Alternates 
a. Any selecting body may appoint alternates in addition to regular members for the
purpose of training and replacement should a regular member withdraw or be 
temporarily absent for no more than two meetings in one semester. Alternates 
must be approved by the Chair. 
b. Alternates shall participate in all phases of Board work, but do not hold voting
privileges. 
ARTICLE V: PROCEDURES OF THE BOARD 
A. Meetings 
a. The Chair shall call the Board together as soon as practicable after the beginning
of the Fall Semester. 
b. Meetings shall be called as often as considered necessary by the Chair; however,
it is strongly suggested that a regular meeting time be established that a quorum of 
voting members can attend. 
c. For voting purposes, a quorum shall consist of two-thirds (2/3) of voting
members. 
d. No meeting shall be held without a quorum, with at least half (1/2) being student
members. 
e. Meetings shall be open to all members of the community; however, only members
of the Board may take part in the proceedings. Others may only take part in the 
meeting upon consent of the Chair prior to the meeting. 
f. Deliberation and closed sessions will not be open to the public except at the
Chair’s discretion or by a two-thirds vote of the Board. 
g. Unless otherwise specified in this document, all meetings of the Board will follow
Robert’s Rules of Order. 
i. Only members of the Board shall be allowed to make and second motions.
B. Conflicts of Interests 
a. Members must inform the Chair, in advance, if they have a potential conflict on a
given budget. 
C. Changes for the Current Fiscal Year 
a. The Board must formulate and submit its report of recommendations by end of
January or the due date for materials for the February Board of Directors’ Finance 
Committee, whichever comes first. 
D. Submission of Recommendations for the Next Fiscal Year 
a. The Board must formulate and submit its report of recommendations by end of
April or the due date for materials for the May Board of Directors’ Finance 
Committee meeting, whichever comes first. 
E. Ad-hoc committees may be established at any time by the Chair with a majority vote of 
the Board. Committees shall not conduct business on behalf of the Board; rather, they 
shall make recommendations to the Board. 
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ARTICLE VI: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT REVIEW 
A. With regard to capital improvements, the Board and the Chief Financial Officer must 
approve all major capital improvements before they are executed. 
a. A major capital improvement is a purchase or structural change in any Wellness
Fee-funded facility that is estimated to cost more than the available funds of that 
year or is a multi-year commitment. 
B. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Board approval will not be required if the major capital 
improvement is proposed based on the College’s good faith belief that it is necessary to 
comply with the law or with College policies. In such cases, the Board shall nevertheless 
be informed of, and consulted on, the major capital improvement. 
ARTICLE VII: AMENDMENTS 
Amendments to this charter must be accepted by a two-thirds (2/3) vote of the entire voting 
membership of the Board and submitted to the Associated Students General Council and the 
Assistant Dean of Student Services for approval. The decision of the Assistant Dean of Student 
Services may be appealed to the Chief Financial Officer and the Chancellor and Dean for a final 
decision. 
ARTICLE VIII: BYLAWS 
A. Bylaws may be adopted by the Board to supplement this charter. 
B. Bylaws to this charter must be accepted by two-thirds (2/3) vote of the Board. 
C. This charter takes precedence in case of a conflict between this charter and the bylaws. 
Respectfully submitted on August 24, 2017 
Samuel M. Chang 
PRESIDENT, Associated Students, UC Hastings 
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Proposed Resolution 
[Further details to be discussed in closed session] 
November 21, 2017 
RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE UC HASTINGS FACULTY TO VOTE TO 
ALLOW STUDENT “X” TO TAKE THE FINAL EXAM 24 HOURS EARLY 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings Academic Regulations Rule 3002 states that “No examination may be 
administered prior to the time set forth in the examination schedule,” and 
WHEREAS, ASUCH agrees with the principles of such rules, and 
WHEREAS, ASUCH also agrees that extraordinary conditions may prevent a student from 
taking an exam at the scheduled time or at later dates during the finals period, and 
WHEREAS, situations like surgery requirement may prevent a student from taking an 
examination at that time or later on, and  
WHEREAS, an incomplete or an administrative NC would be disastrous for a student who 
cannot take the examination at the scheduled time or at a later time due to extraordinary 
circumstances, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH affirms that the situation for Student “X” is an extraordinary 
situation that could warrant for early examination taking, and 
SO BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, ASUCH calls upon the UC Hastings faculty to vote for an 
immediate exemption from the rules for Student “X” to take the final exam 24 hours prior, and 
SO BE IT FINALY RESOLVED, ASUCH calls for a reexamination of Academic Regulations 
Rule 3002 to allow early examinations within 48 hours in extraordinary conditions that prevent a 
student from taking the examination at the scheduled time or later during the final examination 
period. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 19th day of November, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH. 
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Proposed Resolution 
November 21, 2017 
RESOLUTION TO EXPAND ACADEMIC CREDIT FOR NONPAID EXTERNSHIPS 
DURING THE FIRST SUMMER AND THIRD SEMESTER OF LAW SCHOOLS 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
WHEREAS, legal externships are “akin to the type of field training that has typically been 
provided in other professional fields, such as medicine, for many years,”1 and 
WHEREAS, the ABA Standards for Law Schools 303(a)(3), which requires experiential courses 
for at least six credit hours, is a sign that externships are important to legal education, and 
WHEREAS, “general education of lawyers, largely in an academic environment and through an 
academic approach; and the remainder of legal education—in particular, the more skills and 
business-oriented aspects—was left to be learned from those already in practice”2
WHEREAS, the ABA Task Force on the Future of Legal Education calls for more “skills 
training, experiential learning, and development of practice-related competencies” to shift the 
“[t]he balance between doctrinal instruction and focused preparation for the delivery of legal 
services . . .toward developing the competencies and professionalism required of people who will 
deliver services to clients.”3 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings is near several externship opportunities including local, state, and 
federal courts and agencies, and  
WHEREAS, UC Hastings students are eligible for UC Hastings in-house clinics after the 
completion of the second semester but are eligible for externships only after completion of the 
third semesters,4 and 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings students working in nonpaid positions during the summer have no 
access to federal financial aid, and 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings students, with a minimum amount of academic credits, qualify for 
federal financial aid during the summer, and 
1 Niki Kuckles, Designing Law School Externships that Comply With the FLSA, 21 CLINICAL L. REV. 79, 80 (Oct. 2014). 
2 AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, TASK FORCE ON THE FUTURE OF LEGAL EDUCATION 16 (2014). 
3 AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, TASK FORCE ON THE FUTURE OF LEGAL EDUCATION 3 (2014) 
4 See UC Hastings Academic Regulation Rule 2702 (for clinics: “A student in good academic standing who has 
completed the third semester of law school may enroll in any Hastings clinic . . . A student in good academic 
standing who has completed the second semester of law school may enroll in a Hastings in-house clinic.”) and UC 
Hastings Academic Regulation Rule 2803 (for externships: “Externships shall be open only to students who have 
completed at least three semesters of law school, except in exceptional circumstances approved by the Academic 
Dean.”). 
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WHEREAS, UC Hastings students may pass on potential jobs due to the lack of financial aid or 
compensation, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to allow academic credits for 
externships starting from the summer after first year and including the third semester of law 
school. 
Respectfully submitted, on this 19th day of November, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH. 
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Proposed Resolution 
November 21, 2017 
RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE INSTALLATION OF HAND SANITIZERS IN 
EVERY BATHROOM, EVERY DINING FACILITY, AND AT THE ENTRANCE AND 
EXIT TO EVERY BUILDING 
Author: Samuel M. Chang and Peter Wilder 
WHEREAS, use of hand sanitizers have been associated with lower respiratory illness rates, up 
to 40% less, and lower gastrointestinal illness rates, up to 48% less,5 and 
WHEREAS, hand sanitizers were “significantly more effective than hand washing with water or 
with soap and water for removal of detectable rhinovirus from the hand,”6 and 
WHEREAS, no hand hygiene (not using alcohol-based hand sanitizers) led to 100% of users 
with positive bacteria cultures and 25.7% of users with pathogenic organisms whereas proper 
hand hygiene (using alcohol-based hand sanitizers) led to 30% of users with positive bacteria 
cultures and 0% of users with pathogenic organisms,7 and 
WHEREAS, “adherence to hand hygiene measures has been directly related to the decreased 
prevalence of health care-associated infections . . .  long-acting hand sanitizer is not only as 
effective as soap-and-water and alcohol-based sanitizers, but also appears to improve hand 
condition in comparison to soap-and-water handwashing,”8 and 
WHEREAS, alcohol-based hand sanitizers used “both once and three times a day was found to 
reduce the concentration of viruses on both the hands and commonly touched fomites by ~99 %” 
and hand sanitizers “completely stopped the transfer of the virus to those surfaces” as well as  
inactivate “more than 99.99 % of virus when applied to contaminated hands,”9 and 
WHEREAS, UC Hastings do not have hand sanitizers in every bathroom, every dining facility, 
and at the entrance and exit to every building, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED, ASUCH calls upon UC Hastings to install and maintain hand sanitizers 
in every bathroom, every dining facility or wherever food may be served, and at the entrance and 
exit to every building to promote proper hand hygiene and health. 
5 Peter J. Mott, et. al., Alcohol-Based Instant Hand Sanitizer Use in Military Settings: A Prospective Cohort Study of 
Army Basic Trainees, 172:11 MILITARY MEDICINE 1170 (Mar. 2015). 
6 Ronald B. Turner, Effectiveness of Hand Sanitizers with and without Organic Acids for Removal of Rhinovirus from 
Hands, 54:3 ANTIMICROBIAL AGENTS AND CHEMOTHERAPY 1363, 1364 (Dec. 2009). 
7 David J. Birnbach, et. al., An evaluation of hand hygiene in an intensive care unit: Are visitors a potential vector 
for pathogens?, 8:6 J. OF INFECTION AND PUBLIC HEALTH 570 (Nov. 2015). 
8 Paul J. Therattil, Randomized Controlled Trial of Antiseptic Hand Hygiene Methods in an Outpatient Surgery 
Clinic, 27:12 WOUNDS 347 (Dec. 2015). 
9 Akrum H. Tamimi, Impact of an Alcohol-Based Hand Sanitizer Intervention on the Spread of Viruses in Homes, 6:2 
FOOD ENVIRON. VOL. 140, 143 (Apr. 2013). 
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Respectfully submitted, on this 19th day of November, 2017. 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
This resolution will not require any financial expense for ASUCH. This will require an unknown, 
but minimal, financial expense by the College for the installation and maintenance of hand 
sanitizers.  
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Proposed Resolution 
November 21, 2017 
RESOLUTION TO PROVIDE GENERAL COUNCIL APPROVAL ON ALL 
NONIMMEDIATE ASUCH ACTIONS 
Author: Samuel M. Chang 
WHEREAS, ASUCH currently does not have an electronic voting system, and all votes must be 
done in person at a scheduled ASUCH meeting, and 
WHEREAS, the bylaws do not dictate the procedures of voting and Robert Rules of Order is 
unclear on electronic voting, and  
WHEREAS, online voting would assist in taking into consideration every General Council 
member’s voice, and 
WHEREAS, ASUCH, for the 2016-2017 Academic Year, approved electronic voting during the 
winter break only, and 
SO BE IT RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH will vote electronically for all non-urgent matters 
during the final examination period and winter break until the next scheduled ASUCH meeting, 
and 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT, ASUCH shall adhere to the procedures of Online Voting 
as follows: 
A) The General Council may pass any resolution electronically, in a manner consistent with
these Bylaws. The voting process shall include a “Comment Period” and a “Voting Period,” 
pursuant to Sections 1 and 2 below. Quorum for the purposes of electronic voting shall be a 
number equal to more than two-thirds of the General Council voters. 
1) Comment Period
a. Notice: If any member of the student body or General Council intends to
submit a resolution for a binding electronic vote of the General Council, the 
Secretary must send notice of a comment period of no less than three (3) days to 
the entire student body. Notice will include:  
i. A draft of the resolution.
ii. A deadline for the submission of written comments.
iii. Details of the manner by which all current students may submit
feedback in writing or otherwise. All written comments should be sent to 
the ASUCH Secretary and the ASUCH President prior to the deadline and 
shall be accumulated.  
b. Finalizing the Resolution: The author of the resolution may finalize the
resolution based on feedback. The Executive Board may either approve a 
finalized resolution for submission to the General Council for a vote, or it may 
withdraw the Resolution for consideration of an online vote. The author and the 
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DRAFT LETTER 
Dear Esteemed Members of the Council of the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the 
Bar, 
We, the undersigned, affirm that the American Bar Association can and should do more to 
protect potential law students and current law students as they seek to enter the legal profession. 
We also affirm that greater transparency, achieved through accreditation, will ensure that 
students can make informed decisions.  
We, thus, call for the Council of the Section of Legal Education ( “Council”) to increase the 
reporting requirements already authorized under Standard 509. Specially, we call the Council to 
collect: 
E) data on J.D. program completion and bar passage success by LSAT;
F) disaggregated borrowing data by graduating class, including subcategories by race and
gender;
G) disaggregated data on the amount of tuition paid by class year (1L or upper-level), race,
and gender; and
H) data on applicants and scholarships by gender and, to the extent the Section does not do
so already, by race.
The Council may see the notice of censure, probation, and other actions as one proper way to 
alert the public about a law school’s inability to provide a suitable education. But this process 
requires significant discussion and time-consuming fact-finding by the Council. It is also not the 
only way to help students who are considering a particular institution. The information revealed 
by the above- and below-prescribed transparency will allow students to make more informed 
decisions.  
Additionally, while Standard 509 requires all ABA-accredited law schools to publicly disclose 
data on their website, students must know to go and find the report. We call upon the Council to 
require information required by Standard 509 to be provided during the application process and 
with every admission letter. Despite the efforts of the Council to make ABA Required 
Disclosures prominent on school websites, we affirm that Standard 509 reports are not readily 
known by potential law students and should be presented in admissions letters in an effort to 
increase consumer protection. 
We recognize LSAT scores do not determine a student’s bar passage success. We also recognize 
that law schools may be able to help all students, low LSAT score or not, prepare for the bar. A 
law school can take applicants with lower scores and help them to graduate with great success. 
Our request would allow potential law students to assess the school’s ability to do so. With 
declining bar passage, deans have recognized that law schools have either failed to deny entry to 
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those who are incapable of passing the bar or failed to properly train those to pass the bar.10 As 
such, incoming law students should be able to see whether law schools are truly able to train 
students to not only graduate but also to pass the bar. 
We affirm that all potential students should be aware of the amount they will borrow, the amount 
of tuition they pay, and amount of scholarship a similarly-situated person may receive. Better 
borrowing data would provide a more complete picture of the actual cost of law schools. 
Additionally, breaking down the borrowing data by class year would ensure students become 
aware of upward trends in cost. Comparing tuition and scholarships by class year to the 
borrowing amount of that class year would allow students to properly assess their financial 
situation and choose a law school that would fit within their budget or their desired finances. 
We affirm that diversity is important for the legal profession. Because law schools are one of the 
gatekeepers of the legal profession, we believe that potential law students looking for a school 
focused on diversity should know the school’s effort for greater diversity. While we applaud the 
Standard 509 report, including the number of minorities attending the law school, one barrier for 
minorities is financial. 
As such, we request subcategories for race and gender for borrowing, tuition, and scholarships, 
because one data point for an entire school belies underlying trends for minorities. Public 
disclosure of such data would encourage law schools to change policies so that minorities shall 
be provided better or equitable amounts of scholarship and be in a position to have equitable or 
lower amounts of borrowing. We believe that the legal profession is in greater need of 
minorities, and that such effort begins with law schools. 
Finally, we endorse the Law School Transparency Report detailed below. We encourage the 
Council to read the Report which thoroughly details why the requested transparency 
requirements are of importance. 
We thank the Council for the considerations of these requests. 
Respectfully submitted, 
[names to be inserted/entities] 
10 Sara Randazzo, Bar Exam Passage Rates Nationwide Keep Dropping, Wall Street Journal (Nov. 24, 2015), 
https://blogs.wsj.com/law/2015/11/24/bar-passage-rates-keep-dropping-across-the-country/. 
 
Agenda Item: *4 
                                                                                                                                                                                                           Board of Directors 








*4. GENERAL CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
The following items are presented as the Consent Calendar.  Anyone wishing to remove any item 
from the Consent Calendar for discussion and/or consideration may request that the Chair 
remove the item from the Consent Calendar.  All remaining Consent Calendar items shall be 
approved by the Board of Directors in a single vote without discussion. 
 
 *4.1 Approval of Minutes: September 15, 2017 (Written) 
  To be distributed separately 
 
 *4.2  Approval of Minutes: October 24, 2017 (Written) 
    To be distributed separately 
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1. REPORT BY:  Chair Thomas Gede 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   Report of the Board Chair 
 
 
3. REPORT:   Written and Oral 
 
        5.1     Report of the Chair of the Educational Policy Committee  
      Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner  
5.1.1 LEOP Director Hiring Update    (Written) 
5.1.2 LexLab Vision and Update     (Written) 
5.1.3 ABA Standard 303       (Written) 
5.1.4 Adjunct Faculty Diversity     (Written) 
5.1.5 LLM and MSL Degree Update    (Written) 
5.1.6 WSCUC Site Visit      (Written) 
5.1.7 Bar Support       (Written) 
 
        5.2     Report of the Chair of the Advancement and Communications Committee  
      Presented by Chief Development Officer Eric Dumbleton  
5.2.1 Fundraising Update      (Written) 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:   Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   LEOP Director Hiring Update 
 
 




This report announces the hiring of Elizabeth McGriff, the new Director of LEOP and Equity 
and Inclusion Advisor. 
 
Attachments: 
 Introduction Memo 
 Exhibit A: Resume of Director Elizabeth McGriff  
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5.1 LEOP Director Hiring Update 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
This Report announces the hiring of our new Director of LEOP and Equity and Inclusion 
Advisor Elizabeth McGriff. Attached as Exhibit A please find Director McGriff’s resume. 
Attached as Exhibit B please find a memorandum from Assistant Dean for Academic and 
Professional Success Stefano Moscato describing the hiring process.  
Director McGriff is a UC Hastings and proud LEOP alumna. She brings significant 
expertise in academic counseling, student development and program management, especially in 
working with first generation professionals, students from diverse backgrounds, and those who 
have experienced significant adversity in access to education. Her broad experiences include 
serving as Interim Director of Law Student Support at Golden Gate University School of Law, as 
Academic Coaching & Enrichment Program Manager at College Track, as Director of Diversity 
Pipeline Programs at The Bar Association of San Francisco, and in other roles in education and in 
private practice.  
I want to thank Dean Moscato and ADAPS Coordinator Katey Mason, who spearheaded 
the hiring process, and those additional persons who took time to interview candidates, including, 
in addition to Chancellor & Dean David Faigman, Dean Moscato, and myself, LEOP Faculty 
Advisors Jo Carrillo, Alina Ball, Linh Spencer, Gail Silverstein, Veena Dubal, and Richard 
Boswell, as well as LEOP students and LEOP alumni.   
Director McGriff’s first day at UC Hastings is December 1, 2017. 
EXHIBIT A 
ELIZABETH MCGRIFF 
2527 Taylor Avenue, Oakland, CA 94605..510.776.3846.elizabethmcgriff1@gmail.com 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDUCATION 
University of California, Hastings College of Law, San Francisco, CA 
Juris Doctor 
Black Law Students Association 
Graduate Commencement Speaker, Black Law Students Graduation 
Mills College, Oakland, CA  
Bachelor of Arts, English; Minor, Spanish; Academic Honors 
Graduate Commencement Speaker; President, Black Women’s Collective 
Admissions Ambassador 
Licenses 
Admitted, California State Bar 
Awards  
Academic Coaching Excellence, Civicorps Academy, 2013 
Key to Lighthouse Community Charter School for Outstanding Performance & Student Impact, 2013 
EXPERIENCE 
Golden Gate University School of Law, San Francisco, CA    2017-Present  
Interim Director of Law Student Support & Law Career Counselor  
Counsel students on academic matters and provide academic supervision.  Provide individual and group advising 
to students and alumni in the JD, LLM and SJD programs.  Coach graduates through the job search process.  
Develop new initiatives to engage students and alumni including the development of mentorship programs.  
Conduct outreach to students and graduates to provide ongoing support with job searches.  
Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP, San Francisco, CA  2017 
13th Annual Bay Area Diversity Career Fair Project Manager (Contract) 
Diversity & Attorney Recruiting Coordinator (Contract) 
13th Annual Bay Area Diversity Career Fair Project Manager 
Organize and manage all aspects of the 13th Annual Bay Area Diversity Career Fair including all logistics, 
marketing, student and employer registrations and interview schedules for 57 employers and nearly 500 students. 
Manage welcome reception, hotel contract and communications.  Serve as director of outreach, liaison to all 
stakeholders and communications manager.   
Diversity & Attorney Recruiting Coordinator 
Support Senior Manager, Diversity & Inclusion in the oversight of numerous high impact programs that support 
the recruitment, professional development, retention, work/life balance and promotion of diverse lawyers and 
staff in Orrick's twenty-five offices world-wide.  Guided by department objectives and priorities, primarily 
responsible for coordination of the Law School Recruiting Program, Summer Associate Program, Fall On-
Campus Interviewing Program, and Lateral Recruiting.  Ensure client services and satisfaction are attained in all 





Bar Association of San Francisco, San Francisco, CA     2016-2017 
Director of Diversity Pipeline Programs 
Managed 14 diversity pipeline programs and initiatives including the Bay Area Minority Law Student Scholarship 
Program, Bay Area Diversity Career Fair, School to College, Mock Trial and Destination Law School.  Managed 
program development and served as liaison to Equality Committees on LGBT Issues, Minorities, Women & 
Disability Rights; developed and maintained partnerships with corporations, law firms, educational institutions 
and non-profits; planned and executed large-scale events; recruited, developed and managed volunteers; and 
supervised School to College Coordinator and tutors. 
Bar Association of San Francisco, San Francisco, CA     2015-2016 
Diversity Pipeline Programs Manager 
Responsible for the operation and management of 9 diversity pipeline programs and initiatives with the goal of 
increasing diversity in the legal profession; conducted diversity related data research and trend analysis; 
fundraised, drafted and developed marketing materials; developed and sustained pipeline and community 
programs; cultivated and maintained partnerships with local schools, colleges, law schools, law firms, 
corporations and other bar associations and organizations. 
College Track, East Palo Alto, CA               2013-2015 
Academic Resource Specialist & Academic Coaching and Enrichment Program Manager 
Worked with Academic Affairs team to successfully develop and implement programs.  Provided academic 
counseling to students.  Analyzed, managed and evaluated student services to ensure that goals across the site 
were met; developed strong and formalized partnerships with schools, districts, families and community partners. 
Envision Education Metro Arts & Tech High, San Francisco, CA             2012-2013 
Facilitator & Mentor, 180 Degrees Program  
Facilitated a class of 9th grade students through guided discussion, debate, hypothetical situations, interaction and 
activities in an effort to heighten the students’ social-emotional development.  Monitored student achievement 
and facilitated interventions to ensure academic success.  Organized community service projects and provided 
1:1 academic support. 
Tate & Associates, Berkeley, CA 
Contract Attorney  2011-2012 
Defended premises liability cases on behalf of Safeway, Inc. 
Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman & Dicker LLP, San Francisco, CA 2005-2009 
Senior Associate 
Handled the defense of civil cases from pre-litigation through trial  
Fireman’s Fund Staff Counsel, San Francisco, CA     2003-2005 
Associate Trial Attorney 
Handled all aspects of file from Answer to pre-trial preparation. Practice areas included premises liability, real 
estate, toxic torts, construction defect and automobile accident cases 
Legal Assistance for Seniors, Oakland, CA      2002-2003 
Staff Attorney 
Represented low-income, underserved seniors in grandparent guardianship and elder abuse proceedings 
CERTIFICATIONS 
Facilitation, 180 Degrees Program, July 2012 
Mediation, Bar Association of San Francisco, Ron Kelly Mediation Certificate Training, June 2016 
Arbitration, Bar Association of San Francisco, Ron Kelly Arbitration Certificate Training, November 2016 
ORGANIZATIONS 
Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. 












To:  Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
From:  Stefano Moscato, Asst. Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
Date:  October 27, 2017 
Re:  LEOP Director Search Update 
I write to describe the LEOP Director hiring process in anticipation of your next reports to the 
faculty and Board of Directors.  
We began the search process for a new LEOP Director in mid-July by posting the job opening on 
the UC Hastings website. We also advertised on the Minority Network national listserv; on the 
national Academic Support listserv and blog; via the Council on Legal Education Opportunity 
(CLEO); via diversity pipeline programs both in the Bay Area and in Southern California; via local 
bar associations (Minority Bar Coalition, San Francisco La Raza Lawyers Association, East Bay 
La Raza Lawyers Association, Charles Houston Bar Association, and the Association of Latino 
Marin Attorneys); and by word of mouth via active LEOP alumni. 
We received twenty-five (25) applications for the position. Approximately half of those applicants 
were local to the Bay Area, but applications came from across the country—Southern California, 
New York, Kentucky, Illinois, Tennessee, and Maryland. 
We interviewed six candidates. Each candidate spent a full day at UC Hastings meeting with me, 
Chancellor & Dean David Faigman, Academic Dean Morris Ratner, a panel of LEOP Faculty 
Advisors (Jo Carrillo, Alina Ball, Linh Spencer, Gail Silverstein, Veena Dubal, and Richard 
Boswell), a panel of LEOP students (1Ls Connie Ortiz and Tina Tran, 2Ls Monica Alcazar and 
Karen Martinez, 3Ls Gaby Miranda, David Casarrubias and Raul Gonzalez), and a panel of LEOP 
alumni (Jeff Adachi, Catalina Lozano, Andrew Houston, Maria Dominguez and Yumi Nam). 
Much of the time the candidates spent with me focused on the academic support piece of the LEOP 
puzzle. To that end, I sent each candidate an example of a short writing assignment that I give my 
Civil Procedure students early in the Fall 1L semester. When we met, I gave the candidates an 
example of a student answer (one with fairly typical writing and analysis deficits) to review; I 
asked them to walk me through what feedback (oral and written) they might provide this 
hypothetical student. 
Faculty, students, and alumni who participated in the interview process provided me their detailed 
feedback on each of the candidates via Qualtrics surveys. Each candidate was evaluated on her/his 
knowledge, skills and abilities to manage LEOP’s three key functions, i.e., (1) as an admissions 
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Memo re: LEOP update 
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sufficient indicators of academic potential for students who have experienced significant 
educational, economic, social, or physical adversity that has restricted access to academic 
opportunities and resources; (2) an academic support program recognizing that restricted access to 
academic opportunities and resources may mean that LEOP students may need special support to 
get them up to speed in the language of law, the nature of law school assessment methods, and the 
like; and (3) a community-building program for students who might feel isolated at times and may 
feel that their voices aren’t being heard. 
This process allowed us to identify the standout candidates. Deans Faigman, Ratner and I agreed 
to commence hiring discussions with the leading candidate. Those discussions are ongoing.  
 
Agenda Item: 5.1.2 
Board of Directors 




REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:   Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   LexLab Vision and Update 
 
 




This report will provide an update on the vision for the LexLab program and an introduction 
to the new LexLab Program Manager.  
 
Attachments: 
 Introduction Memo 









AD Report – LexLab Vision and Update 1 
5.2 LexLab Vision and Update 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
“LexLab” is an emerging program and a cluster of interconnected ideas: 
• That we can and should leverage our location to build connections via co-curricular
programs (e.g., speaker series) to the technology and legal tech communities in the San
Francisco Bay Area and nationally;
• That we should have a program that serves as an anchor for our existing classes (e.g.,
Artificial Intelligence, Data Privacy, Legal Tech Startups, E-Discovery); and
• That we should provide a space where our students can interact with legal technology
providers and startups or can create their own legal tech startups.
To help translate these ideas into a reality, and after an intensive search, we have hired Kali Ilunga 
on a one year contract.  Program Manager Ilunga, whose resume is attached, is a tech entrepreneur 
and a visionary thinker. He started in his role as LexLab Program Manager on November 1, 2017. 
Program Manager Ilunga’s initial priorities will include the creation of a more detailed 
mission statement and program “outcomes” (i.e., goals) that capture our ambitions for our students 
and the wider UC Hastings and legal technology communities.  
In the meantime, we have allocated physical space to the program on the 6th floor of our 
200 McAllister building, have started networking with potential partners and advisory committee 
members in the legal services and legal technology sectors, and have begun to lay the groundwork 
for the launch of this exciting new program.  
I want to specially thank Chancellor & Dean David Faigman for leading the charge on this 
idea, for making it an institutional priority, and for playing an active role in its development, 
including, in collaboration with faculty such as Professor Robin Feldman and Visiting Professor 
Francis McGovern, by establishing and cultivating connections with key thought leaders and actors 
in this space. I also wanted to acknowledge long-term contract faculty member Alice Armitage, 
who already serves as Director of the Startup Legal Garage, who was instrumental in helping to 
identify possible candidates for the LexLab Program Manager position, and who will collaborate 
with Program Manager Ilunga on LexLab.  
Endeavor Accelerator 
Entrepreneur (2011) 
Fast Growth 100 (2011) 
TOP 200 Young South 
Africans (2011) 
TEDx Speaker (2015) 
Accepted into Founders Circle 
-  Voted #1 Global Incubator 
(2017) 
KALI ILUNGA
T e c h - e n t r e p r e n e u r  &  I m p a c t -
i n n o v a t i o n  s p e c i a l i s t
C O N T A C T
knilunga@gmail.com 
848 468 0725 
www.kaliilunga.com 
1930 12th Avenue  
Oakland, CA 94606 
W O R K  E X P E R I E N C E
A B O U T
E D U C A T I O N
BACHELOR OF ARTS: 




Johannesburg, South Africa 
Golden Key Award from 
Academic Excellence 
A W A R D S  A N D  
H O N O R S
Kali Ilunga Profile Link 
L I N K E D I N
Global tech-entrepreneur and team leader with 10 years+ experience in launching products 
at the intersection of technology, social impact, and commercial viability. Successful at 
launching tech-enabled education products/services, underpinned by viable business models, 
with large corporates, investors, and NPOs. 
SILICON VALLEY IN YOUR POCKET, San Francisco, CA  
Co-founder, Jan 2017 – Present 
Negotiated seed investment to launch mobile mentoring and training platform to 
connect global tech-entrepreneurs (currently from USA, Chile,  West Africa,  South 
Africa)  to 300+ Silicon Valley mentors in order for them to build scalable businesses. 
Lead a tech team, product manager, content development team and community 
manager as we scale up. Have established partnerships with Barclays Bank and 
incubators globally.    
KEYNOTE INNOVATION-SPEAKER  
Paid Speaker and Thought Leader, Jan 2008 – Present 
Delivered 30+ keynote speeches in 6 countries regarding “Impact-Innovation”,“Digital 
Entrepreneurship" and "Disruption" at international conferences at The World Bank, 
Coca-Cola, TBWA and more. Invited to inaugural TEDx Gaborone as a speaker (2015).  
SEESAYDO, New York and Johannesburg  
Founder and President,  Jul 2013 – Jul 2017 
Founded mobile advertising and communication platform and reached 2.1 million users 
through branded videos delivered on mobile with clients such as Walt Disney and 
Sanlam.        
Created mobile and online job-seeking platform by negotiating a partnership with 
Microsoft.  Collaborated with developers and nonprofits in an integrated digital + live 
events campaign that resulted in 55K young people engaging with employment content 
in 12 months. 
SPOKEN INK, Johannesburg  
Founder and CEO, Jan 2005 – Jul 2013 
Conceptualised, staffed and launched mobile-first platforms that ensured the 
appropriate mobile technology would align objectives with sustainable community 
goals (skills development, women empowerment, and career development);  resulting in
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5.3 ABA Standard 303 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
The American Bar Association Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar 
recently added a new Standard 303 which requires all law students to take and pass at least one or 
more experiential courses totaling at least six (6) credit hours. Attached please find a memorandum 
from Professor of Law and Associate Dean for Experiential Learning Ascanio Piomelli explaining 
this new requirement and our efforts to comply with it.  
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MEMORANDUM 
To: Academic Dean Morris Ratner and the Education Policy Committee of the Board of 
Directors 
From: Professor Ascanio Piomelli, Associate Dean for Experiential Learning 
Date: October 25, 2017 
Re: Our Efforts to Comply with ABA Standard 303(a)(3) re Experiential Courses 
The ABA now requires all students who entered law school in or after 2016 
(currently our 1L and 2L classes) to complete at least six units of experiential coursework. 
Previously, there was no experiential learning requirement. At UC Hastings, students 
merely needed to complete two units of “skills” instruction.  
This memo summarizes this new ABA requirement and our efforts to comply with it, 
to identify and increase the number of qualifying courses, and to publicize the graduation 
requirement and qualifying courses to students and track their progress.  
I. The Experiential Requirement 
Beginning with the class of 2019, all law students must now take at least six units of 
“experiential course(s)” to graduate.1 (UC Hastings students take 56 units in their second 
and third years, so 6 units constitutes 11% of their upper-class coursework.) An 
experiential course must be either a clinic, a field placement course, or a simulation course. 
In a clinic, students work on live clients’ cases (typically in an on-campus law office) under 
the supervision of the faculty who teaches the accompanying academic course. In a field 
placement course, students work on live clients’ cases under the supervision of an attorney 
at an outside law office. In a simulation course, students work on simulated cases (based or 
adapted from actual cases) and their lawyering performances are observed and critiqued 
by the instructor of the course. 
Not every simulation, clinic, or field placement course qualifies as an experiential 
course. To qualify, the course must also comply with the requirements set out in Standard 
303(a)(3). There are essentially six: 
• The course must be “primarily experiential;”2
• It must “integrate doctrine, theory, skills, and legal ethics;”
1 ABA Standard 303(a)(3). 
2 In a “Managing Director’s Guidance Memo” in March 2015, the ABA notes that “primarily” means 
“essentially, mostly, chiefly,” and thus an experiential component must make up “a majority (51%)  
of the class minutes.” It adds: “the experiential nature of the course should . . . be the organizing 
principle of the course, and the substantive law or doctrinal material that is part of the course 
should be incidental to it, not the other way around.” I have suggested to faculty that it will be 
helpful too to ensure that more than 50% of the course grade is based on students’ performance of 
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• Students must engage in one or more of the professional skills identified in ABA
Standard 3023 – or in skills the law school identifies as “professional skills
needed for competent and ethical participation as a member of the legal
profession;”4
• The course must “develop the concepts underlying the professional skills being
taught;”
• Students must have multiple opportunities to perform lawyering skills; and
• Students must have opportunities for “self-evaluation,” i.e. reflective self-
assessment of their lawyering performance and/or role as lawyer.
As our in-house clinics do too, the ABA Standards emphasize the importance of students 
learning to self-assess their lawyering performances, i.e., to reflect on their practice.5 
In clinics and field placement courses where the academic and fieldwork portions 
are closely intertwined, the units of both components can count as experiential. In those 
where the academic portion is primarily focused on substantive law, only the fieldwork 
portion qualifies as experiential. 
3 Standard 302 identifies legal analysis and reasoning, legal research, problem-solving, oral and 
written communication, and the exercise of proper professional and ethical responsibility. ABA 
Standard 302(b) and 302(c). It also permits schools to identify additional skills. Standard 302(d). 
Interpretation 302-1 adds “interviewing, counseling, negotiation, fact development and analysis, 
trial practice, document drafting, conflict resolution, organization and management of legal work, 
collaboration, cultural competency, and self-evaluation.” 
In October 2017, the faculty modified our Academic Regulation 704 to match the above list of 
professional skills and added “policy analysis and advocacy.” 
4 ABA Standard 302(d). 
5 As we explain to students: 
We only truly learn from performing a task if we reflect on our performance and ask 
ourselves a series of questions to help us make meaning and draw lessons from it. 
Only by interrogating a performance do we convert it into meaningful experience. 
We must process raw action into considered experience, from which we can take 
away lessons to apply to future performances or situations. (Of course, we must also 
be cautious about drawing hard-and-fast lessons from a single, perhaps 
idiosyncratic instance.)  
One reason we call it law practice is that lawyering is an iterative process; our aim is 
to continually get better at our craft. We only do that if we develop the habit of 
regularly and rigorously self-assessing our performance. Reflection/self-assessment 
is part of a four-step, continuously recurring loop of (1) planning, (2) performing, 
(3) reflecting, and (4) drawing lessons that inform future planning and performance. 
The ability and commitment to continually reflect on one’s lawyering performances 
distinguish the very best lawyers. Put bluntly: reflective practitioners continually 
grow and improve; the non-reflective are more likely to stagnate in routinized ruts. 
Self-assessment requires us to become skilled participant-observers. We need to 
both perform in the moment and pay attention to our conduct (and emotions) and 
the conduct of others. We also need to consciously aim to improve our ability to 
reflect on our practice. 
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Our Academic Regulations require not only that students take 6 units of experiential 
coursework, but that they earn at least a grade of C in those courses.6 
II. Assessment of Existing Courses
In the 2016-17 academic year, we focused on ensuring that our existing clinics, field 
placement courses, and simulation courses meet the requirements of ABA Standards 3047 
and 303(a)(3). We educated full-time faculty and adjunct instructors regarding the 
Standards and encouraged necessary modifications to their courses.  
The main modification required for our in-house clinics was to ensure that all of 
them integrated ethics issues in their seminar components. We have several classes that we 
call clinics8, but are field placements (because students’ fieldwork is supervised by 
attorneys at an outside law office) and three other clinics9 that are hybrids (because some 
student work is supervised by the course instructor and other work is supervised by an 
outside attorney). For all these courses, we made sure that they meet the higher 
documentation standards of field placement courses. For our simulation courses, the major 
modification was to ensure that they included significant student self-assessment 
components. 
By the end of the academic year, we identified the following twenty-two qualifying 
clinics/field placement courses and fourteen qualifying simulation courses:  
Clinics & Field Placement Courses Experiential Units 
Alternative Dispute Resolution Externship 4 (1 class, 3 fieldwork) 
Business Tax Practicum 3 (1 class, 2 fieldwork) 
Community Economic Development Clinic 8 (4 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Community Group Advocacy & Social Change 
Lawyering Clinic 
8 (4 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Criminal Practice Clinic 12 (4 class, 8 fieldwork) 
Individual Representation Clinic 8 (4 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Environmental Law Clinic 6 (2 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Immigrants' Rights Clinic 6 (2 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Judicial Externship 4-10 (1 class, 3-9 fieldwork) 
Lawyering for Children: A Practicum at Legal Services 
for Children 
6 (2 class, 4 fieldwork) 
6 Academic Regulation 704. 
7 ABA Standard 304 lays out the requirements respectively for simulation courses in sub-section 
(a), for clinics in sub-section (b), and for field placement courses in sub-section (c).  
8 Our Criminal Practice Clinic, Environmental Law Clinic, Legislation Clinic, and Local Government 
Clinic are all field placement courses. 
9 I am referring to our Community Group Advocacy, Immigrants’ Rights Clinic, and our Lawyering 
for Children Practicum at Legal Services for Children. 
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Lawyers for America (fieldwork) 8 (8 fieldwork) 
Legal Externship Program 4-5 (1 class, 3-4 fieldwork) 
Legislation Clinic 10 (10 fieldwork) 
Local Government Clinic (fieldwork) & The 
Government Lawyer 
6 (2 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Mediation Clinic 6 (3 class, 3 fieldwork) 
Medical Legal Partnership for Seniors 6 (3 class, 3 fieldwork) 
Refugee and Human Rights Clinic 8 (3 class, 5 fieldwork) 
Social Enterprise & Economic Empowerment Clinic 7 (3 class, 4 fieldwork) 
Startup Legal Garage–Corporate (fieldwork) 4 (4 fieldwork) over full year 
Startup Legal Garage–Patent (fieldwork) 6 (6 fieldwork) over full year 
UCDC: Law & Lawyering in the Nation’s Capital 
(fieldwork) 
10 (10 fieldwork) 
Workers' Rights Clinic 3 (1 class, 2 fieldwork) 
Simulation Courses Experiential Units 
Advanced Legal Research 3 
Advanced Negotiation: Art of Deal 2 
Appellate Advocacy 2 
Commercial Contract Drafting 2 
Contract-Writing & Analysis 2 
Facilitation for Attorneys 1 
International Business Negotiation 3 
Negotiation 3 
Negotiation & Mediation: Process & Practice 4 
Pre-Trial Practice 2 
Taking & Defending Depositions 3 
Trial Advocacy I 2 
Trial Advocacy II 3 
Trial Objections 2 
We have not included competition teams, because students’ performances are often 
observed and critiqued only by student teaching assistants (rather than the course 
instructor, as the ABA Standard for simulation courses requires). 
We also began approximating the total number of slots we offer in experiential 
courses to assess whether all students will be able to take 6 units of these courses. Our 
preliminary assessment is that we have sufficient slots each year for approximately 
500 students to each complete 6 units of experiential coursework—so long as a 
significant portion of students don’t wait until their final semester to take all 6 units of 
their experiential course load. As a typical upper class has approximately 310-330 
students, a significant number of interested students should be able to take more than 6 
units of experiential coursework. 
This 2017-18 academic year, we have encouraged the creation of additional 
simulation courses, particularly in the realm of transactional lawyering practice, that will 
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count toward the experiential requirement.10 These include: an experiential module for our 
Nonprofit Organizations course, a new Health Law Practice course, and a Patent Office 
Litigation course. 
The faculty also amended Academic Regulation 2804 this year to allow students 
who perform 20 hours per week of field work in the Legal Externship Program to fulfill 
their entire experiential course requirement (by earning a total of 6 units of credit, one for 
the accompanying seminar and five for the fieldwork).  
III. Publicizing and Tracking Students’ Completion of the Experiential Requirement
We publicized the new experiential coursework requirement to the class of 2019 in 
several different media. We held a well-attended session in the Alumni Reception Center on 
graduation requirements. I emailed the class of 2019 in late May, before they registered for 
their 2L fall semester classes, the complete list of qualifying experiential courses and a 
primer on clinics, field placements, and simulation courses. (A copy of this material is 
attached as Appendix A to this memo.) I will send a similar email to them before they 
register for Spring semester classes, attaching the updated list of qualifying experiential 
courses and the primer on the three types of experiential courses. In each email message 
that I have sent to students who are subject to the experiential requirement, I have 
emphasized that they should not wait until their final semester to try to fulfill the 
requirement, as there may not be space in the courses they expect to be able to take. 
Student Services created and posted on its webpage an Academic Planning 
Worksheet for the Class of 2019 and linked to my overview of the experiential requirement 
and primer on clinics, field placements, and simulation courses.  
The Records Office has added the experiential requirement to its “My Degree 
Requirements” tracker, so that students can check at any time through WebAdvisor on the 
number of experiential units they have completed and have left to complete. Once grades 
are submitted at the completion of each semester, Records will be able to produce a report 
detailing the number of experiential units that each student has successfully completed and 
has still to complete. 
10 Our most recent clinical course expansions–our Business Tax Practicum, Medical Legal 
Partnership for Seniors Clinic, and our Social Enterprise and Economic Empowerment Clinic—have 
also focused on transactional lawyering practice, as has the Startup Legal Garage. 
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5.4 Adjunct Faculty Diversity 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
On October 12, 2017, I solicited adjunct faculty applications in an email sent to all students, 
faculty and staff. A copy of the email is attached. I wrote the email to comply with Chancellor & 
Dean David Faigman’s April 22, 2016 letter to Barry A. Currier, Managing Directing of 
Accreditation and Legal Education, American Bar Association, responding to a February 12, 2016 
letter from the ABA addressing adjunct faculty diversity. Dean Faigman’s April 22, 2016 letter 
states in relevant part: “The Provost and Academic Dean will…reach out each year, as she has in 
the past but now at a specific time of the year (early each fall semester) to students, faculty, and 
alumni in order to solicit potential instructors from a diverse range of backgrounds and 
experiences.”  
In addition to sending the attached email to the UC Hastings community, we posted the 
new adjunct faculty job notice on various minority bar association websites, including the Asian 
American Bar Association, the California Association of Black Lawyers, and the Hispanic 
National Bar Association. We have contacted additional minority bar associations via phone and 
email and have also contacted the diversity committee chairpersons at various Bay Area law firms, 
including Reed Smith, Gordon & Rees, Sedgwick, and Pillsbury.  
In response to these outreach efforts, we have already received more than 25 applications 
from possible new adjunct faculty. Our scheduling for the 2017-18 academic year is set. We are 
evaluating applicants to determine how they might contribute to our course schedule for the 2018-
19 academic year. 
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Adjunct Faculty Hiring
Re: Adjunct Faculty Hiring
Dear Students, Faculty, and Alumni,
Our adjunct faculty members cons=tute a cri=cal part of our teaching staff and reflect the rich array of
opportuni=es available to our students upon gradua=on. They include federal and state court judges, regulators,
partners at leading plain=ff and defense firms, corporate and in-house counsel, prosecutors and public
defenders, arbitrators and mediators, and directors of legal services organiza=ons.  They serve not only as
instructors but as bridges to prac=ce for our students who look to them as role models and sources of
inspira=on.
UC Has=ngs seeks to add to the diversity of our adjunct faculty. To support that effort, we have posted a hiring
no=ce on the Academic Dean’s web page. The no=ce emphasizes our interest in receiving applica=ons from
adjunct faculty candidates who “reflect the breadth and diversity of the legal profession in the San Francisco Bay
Area.” We specifically encourage candidates to “send an op=onal statement addressing past and/or poten=al
contribu=ons to diversity through research, teaching, and/or service.” We are also engaging in outreach to
minority bar associa=ons and are consul=ng with diversity officers at Bay Area law firms.  Finally, we are
reaching out to all members of our community, including you, to ask you to forward no=ce of our hiring efforts
UC Hastings, AcadDean
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to prac=cing lawyers whom you think would especially contribute to the diversity of our academic community.
We thank our current adjunct faculty members, some of whom have been members of our academic




UC Has=ngs College of the Law is an equal opportunity employer. UC Has=ngs strives to provide a diverse and
inclusive educa=onal environment that fosters cultural awareness, mutual understanding and respect. UC
Has=ngs College of the Law is interested in candidates who will contribute to diversity and equal opportunity in
higher educa=on through their teaching. Qualified women and members of underrepresented minority groups
are strongly encouraged to apply.
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5.5 LLM and MSL Degree Update 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
 Chancellor & Dean Faigman, Professor of Law and Associate Dean for Global Programs 
Keith Hand, and Senior Assistant Dean of Enrollment Management June Sakamoto have led 
efforts to increase enrollment in our LLM and MSL degree programs. This Report briefly 
highlights some of the ongoing and planned in-person outreach efforts for the 2017-18 admissions 
















Attached please find a more detailed recruitment plan prepared by Assistant Dean Sakamoto, with 
cost estimates. As indicated in the attachment, Dean Faigman is personally traveling to Europe 
and China. He is giving lectures and emphasizing the College’s strengths, e.g., in business, 
technology and IP law, our proximity to Silicon Valley, and experiential learning opportunities 
like the Startup Legal Garage.  He will also seek to form new institutional partnerships with foreign 
schools.  
We are also exploring the possibility of creating online LLM and MSL degrees. We have 
partnered with iLaw (http://www.ilawventures.com), which was recently acquired by BarBri and 
is a provider of online course content, to evaluate market demand. The market studies have been 
completed and are generally positive. We are now mapping out possible next steps, which would 
include designing a “guided” (pre-set) online curriculum for one or more degree programs, 
submitting the online degree program(s) and courses to the faculty for review and approval, and 










City	 Date	 Event	 #	RSVP	 #	Contacts	
São	Paulo,	Brazil	 10/7/17	 General	Fair	 450	 30	
Buenos	Aires,	Argentina	 10/9/17	 School	Visit	(UBA)	 N/A	 10	
10/9/17	 General	Fair	 316	 36	
Santiago,	Chile	 10/11/17	 School	Visit	(Catolica)	 N/A	 3	
10/11/17	 General	Fair	 716	 30	
Lima,	Peru	 10/12/17	 General	Fair	 408	 33	
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5.6 WSCUC Site Visit 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
One of our accrediting agencies, the WASC Senior College and University Commission 
(WSCUC) conducted a site visit at UC Hastings October 17-19, 2017. Our 2016-17 self-review 
of our JD program is attached as Exhibit A. The WSCUC site visit schedule is attached as 
Exhibit B. WSCUC’s preliminary findings conveyed orally to us on October 19, 2017 are 
summarized below.  
UC Hastings was a charter member of the American Association of Law Schools (AALS) 
and has continuously been a member since 1949. The law school has been approved by the 
American Bar Association since 1939. In 2010, UC Hastings started the accreditation process 
with WSCUC. UC Hastings received initial accreditation in 2012. In connection with that 
accreditation, UC Hastings began to develop and implement a detailed process of outcomes 
based education. This included developing learning outcomes, an assessment plan and 
implementation process, and program review. In addition, a full-time Assessment and 
Institutional Research (AIR) Analyst position (now Director of Accreditation and Assessment 
and ALO) was established and a JD alumna, Andrea Bing, was hired to fill the position.  
The faculty developed JD program learning outcomes1 (PLOs) during the 2012-13 
academic year. Though developed before adoption of the current versions of ABA Standards 
301, 302, 314, and 315,2 the UC Hastings JD PLOs foreshadowed and are consistent with the 
outcomes required by the ABA for accreditation.  
Our attached self-evaluation (Exhibit A) reflects our self-assessment efforts and 
innovations we have made in light of those efforts and in response to other pressures, most 
notably a declining bar passage rate. Supported by Andrea Bing and our Educational 
Effectiveness Committee, Acting Academic Dean Evan Lee prepared this report and shared it 
with WSCUC in advance of their site visit.  
The WSCUC team included Chair John Welty,3 Assistant Chair Barbara Sawrey,4 
Sharlene Sayegh,5 and Michael Waterstone.6 On the last day of the site visit, the WSCUC team 
held an exit meeting where it presented preliminary oral findings. The team praised our 
accreditation expert Andrea Bing, and made the following commendations:  
• UC Hastings is strongly committed to its mission to provide the best legal education
possible;
• We have an exciting new senior leadership, including especially Chancellor & Dean




3 See https://www.fresnostate.edu/president/past-president-welty/. 
4 See https://www-chem.ucsd.edu/faculty/profiles/sawrey_barbara_a.html. 
5 See https://web.csulb.edu/~ssayeghc/. 
6 See http://www.lls.edu/faculty/facultylists-z/waterstonemichael/. 
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David Faigman; 
• We enjoy a committed and involved Board of Directors;
• We are Capitalizing on partnerships with UCSF and other institutions; and
• The Career Development Office conducted exemplary co-curricular assessment which
should serve as a model for other departments.
The WSCUC team also made several recommendations, including: 
• We should revisit our Strategic Plan to ensure it actualizes the vision of our new
Chancellor & Dean and connects with our Long-Range Campus Plan;
• We should be mindful of issues raised in the external JD program review conducted by
Pepperdine University School of Law Dean Emeritus Deanell Reece Tacha, a copy of
which is attached as Exhibit C, and should implement the recommendations made
therein, sharing those findings widely within our community;
• We should sustain our assessment and improvement efforts;
• We should conduct program assessment and review of our non-JD degree programs on a
set schedule;
• We should review our organizational structure to improve communication within the
institution; and
• We should continue to build research capacity to track and analyze data in support of our
program goals, including bar passage.
. 
EXHIBIT A 
University of California 
Hastings College of the Law 
Academic Program Review 







 Program Review I.
 
A. Introduction and History of the JD Program 
 
UC Hastings College of the Law was established by law in 1878 in conjunction with a grant to 
the State of California by Serranus Clinton Hastings, the first Chief Justice of the California 
Supreme Court. The grant contained a provision that UC Hastings should be governed by a 
separate and independent Board of Directors. The Board is composed of 11 members, appointed 
for a 12-year term by the Governor and confirmed by the State Senate. One Board member must 
be a descendant of the founder, Serranus Hastings. 
 
By law, UC Hastings is an affiliate of, and was the first law department for, the University of 
California (see Cal. Educ. Code §§ 92200 et seq.). Although a part of the University of 
California, for historical reasons, UC Hastings is a freestanding institution, under the governance 
of its own Board of Directors. Both the University and its affiliate, UC Hastings, are state-
supported public institutions. UC Hastings is funded as a line-item budget in the general budget 
of the State of California, rather than as part of the University of California’s budget. UC 
Hastings is the only stand-alone public law school in the nation. However, as a result of its 
affiliation, UC Hastings degrees are formally awarded by the Board of Regents of the University 
of California. 
 
UC Hastings was a charter member of the American Association of Law Schools (AALS) and 
has continuously been a member since 1949. The law school has been approved by the American 
Bar Association since 1939. Originally, UC Hastings only offered the Juris Doctor (JD) degree.  
 
In 2010, UC Hastings started the accreditation process with the Western Association of Schools 
and Colleges (WSCUC). UC Hastings received initial accreditation in 2012. In connection with 
WSCUC accreditation, UC Hastings began to develop and implement a detailed process of 
outcomes based education. This included developing learning outcomes, an assessment plan and 
implementation process, and program review. The Library Director’s title was enhanced to 
Associate Dean for Library Services and Educational Effectiveness, to reflect her new 
responsibilities of overseeing assessment and the program review processes. A full-time 
Assessment and Institutional Research (AIR) Analyst position (now Director of Accreditation 
and Assessment and ALO) was established and a JD alumna was hired to fill the position. The 
then Associate Dean was assigned the responsibility to help develop and implement outcomes 
based education, with the assistance of the Director of Accreditation and Assessment. Both 
attended the WSCUC Assessment Leadership Academy, a yearlong program that provides in-
depth training about assessment best practices.  
 
The faculty developed JD Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) during the 2012-13 academic 
year. Though developed before adoption of the current versions of ABA Standards 301, 302, 
314, and 315 (see attachment), the UC Hastings JD Program Learning Outcomes foreshadowed 
and are consistent with the outcomes required by the ABA for accreditation. The Associate 
Dean, the Director of Accreditation and Assessment, and faculty-library liaisons, simultaneously 
supported faculty in the process of systematically developing student learning outcomes for 
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every course. Faculty members were familiarized with how to write course learning outcomes 
and assess the outcomes. The JD learning outcomes significantly overlapped with the recently 
developed Strategic Plan goals. This inter-relationship fostered a cohesive process of 
implementing learning outcomes on an institution-wide basis. In 2012, program learning 
outcomes and processes of assessment were established for the MSL and LLM programs. They 
were re-evaluated and updated in 2014. At the conclusion of the spring 2014 semester, the law 
school began to assess JD program learning outcomes.  
 
B. Program Description 
 
As a law school, UC Hastings is mostly focused on training lawyers (the Masters in Science of 
Law (MSL) program excepted). The JD program is entirely focused on the training of lawyers. 
The training consists of doctrinal instruction (teaching the substantive rules of law), experiential 
instruction (including externships), skills instruction (including legal research, writing and 
analysis), and instruction in ethics and professionalism. UC Hastings has taken the unusual step of 
creating subject matter “concentrations,” which function in a manner loosely analogous to majors 
in college. Students are not required to declare concentrations, but if they opt to pursue one, they 
must complete the concentration curriculum and a capstone concentration seminar. The 
concentration process culminates in a certificate. 
 
In the last few years, legal employers have widely reported decreasing levels of practice 
preparedness in students from all law schools, in terms of both professionalism and skills. These 
complaints have grown in intensity during the same period that UC Hastings’ students’ bar 
passage rates have declined, with precipitous drops in 2014 and 2016. UC Hastings has responded 
with extra training and assessment on both fronts. Bar success efforts are discussed in Section III, 
below. Efforts to cultivate professionalism are described in Section III, which describes our latest 
initiative, Inns of Court. UC Hastings has responded in part by greatly lengthening the orientation 
program prior to first-year matriculation. Orientation now includes explicit training, including 
simulations and discussion groups, to prepare students for the prevailing norms of law practice. 
These norms include maintaining effective relationships with supervising lawyers, workplace 
etiquette, and ethics in practice and job-seeking. 
 
C. Program Learning Outcomes 
 
The UC Hastings’ JD Program Learning Outcomes are simply identified below and are discussed 
in more detail in Section IIIA. 
 
• Doctrinal and Substantive Knowledge: Students will be able to identify, explain, and 
employ basic concepts, theories, procedures, and rules of law in both core legal areas and 
in their own chosen area(s) of specialization.  
• Problem Solving and Critical Thinking: Students will be able to analyze, assess, and 
form independent judgments on a variety of legal issues, and will use these skills to solve 
client legal problems.  
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• Practical and Communication Skills: Students will be able to gather and analyze 
evidence, communicate effectively in appropriate written and oral formats with a 
multiplicity of audiences, and demonstrate other professional skills. 
• Research Skills: Students will be able to independently retrieve, organize, analyze and 
evaluate paper and electronic legal and interdisciplinary sources, and differentiate 
between the types and relevance of authorities.  
• Professionalism: Students will demonstrate the professional skills necessary for effective 
and ethical participation in the legal profession.  
• Public Service: Students will be able to describe the roles and responsibilities of lawyers 
in overcoming obstacles to legal access and in promoting social justice. 
 
D. Actions Since Last Review: Early Changes to Program 
1. Background and Overview 
 
The major focus of this report is on specific actions taken and revisions made in implementing, 
assessing and reforming the College’s JD program since January 2016, which has been a period 
of intensive assessment and innovation. There are also a few references to directly relevant 
developments prior to this period. The information presented in this report is indicative of UC 
Hastings’ continuing self-reflective process regarding the JD program.1 Though the focus of this 
report is the JD program, many of the themes and issues affect our LLM and MSL students, as 
well, since their classes and program objectives overlap with the JD program to varying degrees. 
 
The following section is an outline which will provide context for actions taken and revisions 
made framed by UC Hastings Strategic Plan (August 2011) Objectives, JD Program Learning 
Outcomes, and external measures: 
 
• High-attention Strategic Objectives during this period: 
o Support innovative and effective classroom teaching [TAs from ADAPS; Faculty 
Resource Page on Canvas; faculty teaching colloquia; pedagogical reforms, 
including those adopted in February and April 2017 by the full faculty, and others 
designed by the administration, e.g., evaluating faculty by reference to the quality 
and nature of the formative assessments they provide to students] 
o Develop a first-year lawyering/legal profession course to introduce all students to 
a broad set of lawyering skills and ethical values  
o Improve the writing and legal analysis skills of students [ADAPS, 1L legal 
analysis modules, new research module in the 1L LWR course, creation of a 
common book re legal analysis for all incoming 1Ls to use, further expanded 
orientation] 
o Provide effective academic support to students in law school and in preparation 
for the bar [ADAPS] 
o Develop a student advising program that more effectively involves faculty [Inns 
of Court] 
                                                
1 For an example of how issues and concerns are presented to the full faculty for consideration, see attached Spring 
2016 Faculty Retreat Proposals prepared for the faculty retreat on April 2, 2016. 
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• With respect to JD Program Learning Outcomes, the emphases during this period have 
been on the teaching of doctrinal knowledge, legal analysis, and professionalism and on 
developing approaches for assessing student communication and research skills. 
• With respect to external measures, the most concerning development has been the 
declining rate of first-time California bar passage by UC Hastings graduates. Among UC 
Hastings graduates, California Bar Exam first-time pass rates decreased from 79% to 
68% during the period 2011-2015, a roughly 13 percent drop. Most concerning was the 
drop of 68% to 51% for July 2016 graduates. Part of the drop is attributable to a 
precipitous drop in the statewide first-time pass rate to an all-time low of 62%. Another 
factor described more fully below is a recent and sharp drop in the entering metrics (e.g., 
LSAT) of the graduates who sat for the bar in July 2016. Neither factor fully explains the 
entire drop of UC Hastings’ performance.  
 
• New developments and reforms discussed in this report: 
o Administrative Developments 
! Establishment of a new position of Associate Dean for Academic and 
Professional Success (“ADAPS”) to promote and coordinate new 
approaches and enhancement of existing programs aimed at improving 
student academic and professional success. 
! Establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on Academic Success, focused on 
finding ways to front-load and enhance legal analysis instruction in the 1L 
year and across the curriculum 
! Reaffirmation of Educational Effectiveness Committee as faculty 
committee charged with encouraging and monitoring proposals for 
reforms in JD program teaching as well as reviewing adjunct teaching 
o Programmatic Developments 
! Establishment of Inns of Court to inspire self-direction, professional 
identity formation, and acquisition of core lawyering skills from law 
students starting their first year 
! Systematic legal analysis instruction beginning in the first year through 
expanded academic content during Orientation sessions and establishment 
of Sack Teaching Fellow Program providing individualized feedback on 
legal analysis to students in Fall term first-year core courses 
o Expansion of academic support programming, principally, hiring ADAPS lecturers to 
aid in teaching legal analysis and MBE taking skills in Critical Studies classes  
o Pedagogical Developments 
! Preparation of written rubrics for assessing student progress in meeting JD 
program learning outcomes 
• Expository writing skills 
• Oral communication skills in various lawyering settings 
• Legal research skills 
! Institutional encouragement of professors to provide individualized student 
feedback and to utilize formative not just final assessments of student work  
! Support of professors who teach subjects tested on the California Bar Exam 
! Flipped classrooms via hybrid online courses 
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o Curricular Developments: Establishment of new intensified writing and legal analysis 
courses 
• 1L Writing for Scientists 
• Upper Division Writing Intensive 
• Upper Division Hybrid Doctrinal and Legal Analysis Skills Course  
• New Upper Division Bar-Focused Classes (“Critical Studies”) 
• Adding additional sections of bar classes 
o California Bar passage data analysis and programming: Associate Dean Morris 
Ratner began using sophisticated regression analyses to perform outcomes assessment 
to ascertain the causes of student struggles on the bar exam. Those analyses are 
ongoing. 
 
E. If program has professional accreditation, attach most recent review 
findings and recommendations 
 
The 2014 ABA accreditation review is included in the attachments. 
 
F. Administrative Changes 
1. Provost & Academic Dean and Chancellor & Dean 
 
UC Hastings has experienced normal shifts in leadership in the past few years. As faculty 
members, the Provost & Academic Dean position and Associate Dean positions tend to rotate 
every few years. In 2015-16, the college experienced changes in several positions. The previous 
Provost & Academic Dean accepted an appointment as President of Mills College and was 
replaced by Acting Provost & Academic Dean Evan Lee (see CV – Provost & Academic Dean 
Lee). Former Chancellor & Dean Frank H. Wu returned to the faculty and was replaced by now-
Chancellor & Dean David Faigman – who is a Distinguished Professor of Law and has been on 
the faculty for 30 years (see CV – Chancellor & Dean Faigman). 
 
2. The Office of Associate Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
a) Jurisdiction 
 
The College created the Office of the Associate Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
(“ADAPS”).2 ADAPS has jurisdiction over previously separate support and writing programs, 
including the Legal Education Opportunity Program (LEOP), the Academic Support Program, 
and the Legal Writing & Research and Moot Court programs. ADAPS is thus in a position to 
assess, integrate, and synchronize the programs, and to identify best practices. Moreover, 
ADAPS, as a member of the faculty, is well-situated to help to integrate support and writing 
programs with the rest of the law school curriculum (e.g., by making doctrinal professors aware 
                                                
2 Professor Miye Goishi served in this capacity on an interim basis in an early iteration of the role from January 1, 
2016 to July 1, 2016. She has been succeeded by Associate Professor Morris Ratner, who has been serving a two-
year appointment in the role since July 1, 2016.  
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of and encouraging them to engage with support programs). ADAPS also has been tasked with 
promoting programmatic, curricular, and pedagogical innovation, e.g., by developing new 
support programs (e.g., BEST summer bar support program) and new classes (e.g., hybrid 
doctrinal/legal analysis classes), and by supporting faculty innovation in the classroom (e.g., by 
arranging faculty colloquia on pedagogy, supporting efforts to provide students formative 
assessments in doctrinal classes, etc.). Efforts made in each of these areas since January 2016 are 
discussed in the subsections that follow. 
b) Staffing 
 
The College hired three new faculty called “Academic and Professional Success Lecturers” 
(“APS Lecturers”). The APS Lecturers are Margaret Greer, Jennifer Freeland, and Juan Carlos 
Ibarra. The APS Lecturers support a variety of academic support programs, including LEOP, 
ASP, and bar passage, ensuring integration at a structural level. The APS Lecturers also 
represent a commitment by the institution to providing robust staffing across support programs. 
 Program Data Review II.
A. Student Profiles and Enrollment Trends 
 
What follows are the percentile cutoffs for the last three 1L classes: 
 
GPA Percentiles for the Class of 2018 (284 students) 
(as of end of the 2015/2016 academic year) 
 
top 15% 3.614 and above 
    top 20% 3.541 and above 
    top 25% 3.483 and above 
    top 30% 3.417 and above 
    top 35% 3.366 and above 
    top 40% 3.307 and above 
    top 45% 3.269 and above 
    top 50% 3.200 and above 
    top 75% 2.969 and above 
    bottom 15% 2.797 and below 
    bottom 10% 2.697 and below 
    bottom 5% 2.479 and below  
 
 
GPA Percentiles for the Class of 2017 (313 students) 
(as of end of the 2014/2015 academic year) 
 
top 15% 3.600 and above 
    top 20% 3.524 and above 
    top 25% 3.452 and above 
    top 30% 3.386 and above 
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    top 35% 3.331 and above 
    top 40% 3.283 and above 
    top 45% 3.241 and above 
    top 50% 3.186 and above 
    top 75% 2.934 and above 
    bottom 15% 2.803 and below 
    bottom 10% 2.724 and below 
    bottom 5% 2.566 and below 
 
 
GPA Percentiles for the Class of 2016 (322 students) 
(as of end of the 2013/2014 academic year) 
 
top 15% 3.607 and above 
    top 20% 3.507 and above 
    top 25% 3.431 and above 
    top 30% 3.369 and above 
    top 35% 3.324 and above 
    top 40% 3.283 and above 
    top 45% 3.241 and above 
    top 50% 3.186 and above 
    top 75% 2.979 and above 
    bottom 15% 2.824 and below 
    bottom 10% 2.707 and below 
    bottom 5% 2.483 and below 
 
The data show that, in the last three years, a modest amount of grade inflation has continued in the 
top half of the class. They also show that, in the bottom 15 percent, grade inflation has been 
slightly reversed. This effect is almost certainly attributable to a combination of two factors:  (1) 
urging by faculty and the administration not to be reflexively soft-hearted to very deficient exams; 
and (2) the decline in literacy of incoming students across the spectrum. Most faculty now 
recognize that giving mediocre (as opposed to very low) grades to highly deficient exams sends 
the wrong signal to students who will not otherwise recognize a need to improve their skills. This 
recognition has been “aided” by the shock factor:  faculty now regularly confront exams that 
show a shockingly low level of writing and reading comprehension skills, not to mention very 
sub-standard legal analysis skills. These levels are manifestly lower than at any time in the last 30 
years, and they are lower across the spectrum; but in the bottom 15 percent they simply cannot 
escape notice. 
 
Later in this report we will discuss the remedial efforts we are taking to address this phenomenon. 
For the moment, it will suffice to say that academic support professionals cannot be expected to 
address these problems entirely on their own. Doctrinal faculty must consciously provide students 




With respect to overall enrollment3, the numbers decline considerably from 2011 to 2016. This is 
a common trend line for American law schools during the same period. Hastings made a 
conscious decision to decrease enrollment, largely because of the nationwide decline in 
applications.  
 
With respect to the demographics of the student body, there is a clear historical baseline in terms 
of minorities (i.e., non-whites) as a percentage of overall enrollment. The percentage baseline 
from the mid-1990s to 2011 is in the low 30s. From 2012 to 2016, we see an abrupt and 
substantial increase in minority enrollment as a percentage of total enrollment, from 32.2 percent 
in 2011 to 47.1 percent in 2016. By 2018, this percentage has receded to 38.7, well off from the 
peak but still well above the historical baseline. Without data on variables, it is impossible to say 
why these changes in minority enrollments occurred. Two primary suspects would be the serious 
decline in the overall application pool following the financial crisis and the institution of 
aggressive tuition discounting by Hastings beginning with the class entering in 2016. But it is 
impossible to know without more data. 
 
With respect to discontinuations, there is little mystery. The 2014-15 spike in transfers from 
Hastings to other law schools resulted from a combination of Hastings’ decline in the U.S. News 
ranking and the absence of any additional scholarship offers aimed at retention. In 2016 the 
number of transfers out of Hastings declined steeply because of a reversal in both these factors:  
the U.S. News ranking went up and Hastings instituted an aggressive scholarship policy aimed at 
retention. 
 
Similarly, there is not much mystery why the acceptance rate increased in 2015-16. The weakness 
in the application pool nationwide affected Hastings, as it did most law schools during that time. 
 
B.  Faculty Profile 
 
Hastings has long been among the industry leaders for diversity in the student body and in the 
tenured and tenure-track faculty. But we have been later to the practice of aggressive outreach in 
diversity hiring of adjunct faculty. In 2016, Hastings employed 27 minority (non-white) adjunct 
faculty and 61 female adjunct faculty out of a total of 172 adjunct faculty. This means that 15.7 
percent of the adjunct faculty were minorities and 35.5 percent of the adjuncts were female. By 
comparison, UC Hastings in 2016 had 407 J.D. students of color (minorities) out of 933 total 
J.D. students (43.6 percent)4. In further comparison to the tenured and tenure-track faculty, 19 
such faculty were minorities and 31 were female, out of a total of 78 tenured and tenure-track 
faculty (over both semesters of 2016). This means that 24.4 percent of the tenured and tenure-
track faculty were minorities and 39.7 percent were female.  
                                                
3For data on enrollment and demographics, please refer to the charts in the attachments.  
4 It should be noted that 116 J.D. students were of unknown ethnicity and were counted in the total J.D. enrollment. 
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C. Delivery of Instructional Program 
In the last two years, the administration and faculty has concentrated on this area above all. What 
began as an organic movement by a few self-motivated faculty has become a formalized 
institutional practice. In the 2015-16 academic year, a group of three faculty members, aided by 
the administration’s subsidization of additional teaching assistants, pioneered what became 
known as the “Sack Fellow Teaching Program.” The program centers around frequent, short 
writing assignments in doctrinal 1L classes. With the help of upper-division teaching assistants 
(the “fellows”), instructors give detailed and individualize feedback on the assignments. They 
(instructor or fellow) also have a personal meeting with each student to discuss the feedback and 
next steps. Students have given the first two iterations of the program extremely positive 
reviews, and ADAPS has followed up with an empirical study showing that students in “Sack” 
classes, performed at a statistically significantly higher level in their upper-division classes than 
students who were not in “Sack” classes. 
 
ADAPS has also pioneered what are internally labled “hybrid” upper-division classes, meaning 
they are aimed at both dispensing doctrinal learning and explicit application of that doctrine to 
hypothetical fact patterns as might appear on the bar exam. The assumption behind these 
“hybrid” classes is that students absorb the intellectual content of rules in a richer way when they 
learn them in the context of the specific modality in which they will be tested, as opposed to in a 
vacuum. This assumption is borne out by practices at other law schools. Such classes all share 
the phrase “Law and Process” in the title, e.g., Civil Procedure II: Law and Process, making it 
possible for students to know which classes to select if they want or need the extra skills 
instruction. 
 
Finally, faculty in all doctrinal classes have been urged to internalize roughly the same insight. 
Whether a class is formally denominated “hybrid” or not, instructors can and should make an 
effort to situate the rules they teach within the methodology of legal analysis – i.e., applying 
general rules to concrete fact situations. For example, each time an instructor introduces a new 
rule, he or she must give one or two fact situations for the purposes of illustration. This is a 
opportune moment to highlight for students precisely what it is about the relationship of the rule 
to the facts that makes some issues “live” and others “irrelevant”; likewise, it is the perfect time 
to explain why that relationship produces a certain disposition, or a certain range of plausible 
dispositions, and that this explanation constitutes the “analysis” expected in exam answers. 
 
D. Next Steps in Program Assessment 
 
Regarding bar passage, we are learning to assess our bar passage not just in absolute terms, but in 
relation to our entering student metrics, because it is the latter that actually measures what we are 
doing with them while they are here. Thanks to ADAPS and a coterie of faculty committees, the 
school has added new forms of assessment such as written communication (writing rubric that 
was applied to seminar courses), and oral communication (oral communication rubric applied to 
negotiations; seminar presentation and argument to moot court judges). The Educational 
Effectiveness Committee is currently working with the library and Legal Research & Writing 
team members on a research rubric. LSSSE (Law School Survey of Student Engagement) is 
administered to all students each spring to help assess effectiveness of student support, academic 
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programs (e.g., number and quality of writing and speaking opportunities), and extracurriculars. 
The beginnings of co-curricular assessment already exist in non-academic departments and our 
next step will be to fully integrate all student facing departments into the program review process. 
 Commitment to Student Learning III.
A. Assessment for Student Learning 
 
1. PROGRAM LERNING OUTCOMES 
 
The faculty developed JD Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) during the 2012-13 academic year 
and began to systematically develop student learning outcomes for every course. The Associate 
Dean for Educational Effectiveness, the Director of Accreditation and Assessment, and faculty-
library liaisons, supported faculty in this process. Faculty members were familiarized with how 
to write course learning outcomes and assess the outcomes.5  The JD PLOs significantly 
overlapped with the recently developed (2011) Strategic Plan goals. This inter-relationship 
fostered a cohesive process of implementing learning outcomes on an institution-wide basis.  
 
Additionally, although written years before ABA Standards 301, 302, 314, and 315 were 
required of law schools,6  the JD PLOs substantially overlap with the required minimum 
competencies identified in Standard 302. which require law schools to develop PLOs and 
explicitly state critical learning outcomes in Standard 302 (all of which are included in UC 
Hastings’ PLOs). 
 
When they were drafted, there were two key questions posed to faculty members to define core 
competencies/PLOs for UC Hastings: 
 
1. What knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes should students possess when they 
graduate with a degree from the institution? 
2. How are these learning outcomes defined in the legal field?7 
 
                                                
5 Exemplars are provided to the faculty every semester, or as requested, and the Director of Accreditation and 
Assessment maintains pages on drafting learning outcomes and assessments, which can be found at 
http://www.uchastings.edu/about/consumer-info/Assessment-and-Accreditation/outcomes/index.php. 
6 ABA Standards 301, 302, 314, and 315 were approved in their current version in 2014, but did not apply to law 
schools until Site Visits beginning in the 2016-17 Academic Year. 
7 In Standard 302, the ABA has drafted the language slightly differently and states competency in four main areas: 
“(a) Knowledge and understanding of substantive and procedural law; (b) Legal analysis and reasoning, legal 
research, problem-solving, and written and oral communication in the legal context; (c) Exercise of proper 
professional and ethical responsibilities to clients and the legal system; and (d) Other professional skills needed for 
competent and ethical participation as a member of the legal profession.” However, assessment experts that urge the 
breaking down of learning outcomes into one singular assessable skill would likely argue that both UC Hastings’ JD 
PLOs and the ABA Standards both need to be simplified and isolated into separate and independent outcomes. This 
only becomes an issue when assessment comes into play and one assessment method cannot be used to assess 
multiple differing outcomes.  
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These are two separate questions, but they result in similar core competencies or degree learning 
outcomes. In 2012, the UC Hastings faculty went through an extensive process to identify the 
knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes students should possess when they graduate.  
 
The first question posed above resulted in 200 responses by the JD faculty which were then 
combined and formatted into the following JD Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs), which are 
the core competencies for the JD program: 
 
• Doctrinal and Substantive Knowledge: Students will be able to identify, explain, and 
employ basic concepts, theories, procedures, and rules of law in both core legal areas and 
in their own chosen area(s) of specialization.  
• Problem Solving and Critical Thinking: Students will be able to analyze, assess, and 
form independent judgments on a variety of legal issues, and will use these skills to solve 
client legal problems.  
• Practical and Communication Skills: Students will be able to gather and analyze 
evidence, communicate effectively in appropriate written and oral formats with a 
multiplicity of audiences, and demonstrate other professional skills. 
• Research Skills: Students will be able to independently retrieve, organize, analyze and 
evaluate paper and electronic legal and interdisciplinary sources, and differentiate 
between the types and relevance of authorities.  
• Professionalism: Students will demonstrate the professional skills necessary for effective 
and ethical participation in the legal profession.  
• Public Service: Students will be able to describe the roles and responsibilities of lawyers 
in overcoming obstacles to legal access and in promoting social justice. 
 
Many of the Educational Effectiveness Committee members expressed a desire to begin 
assessment prior to revising the PLOs, concerned that too many years could be spent revising the 
language instead of doing the hard work of assessment. There are pros and cons to both choices. 
It is definitely harder to assess complex, poorly phrased program learning outcomes. However, 
the faculty committees have correctly broken down the PLOs to their underlying meaning, and 
started by assessing the more straightforward PLOs, such as written and oral communication, 
which can be clearly identified and are also emphasized in ABA Standard 302, which provides a 
new lens for thinking about our own PLOs. As more law schools begin assessment in order to 
become compliant under the new Standards, there will be more collaboration and examples on 
how to define and assess learning outcomes in the particular context of legal education. That 
demand has been clear in the number of law schools that have participated in a law school-
specific session at WSCUC ARC the past three years.  
 
2. CURRICULUM MAP 
 
The JD curriculum map is attached. It should be noted that it has not been recently updated. The 
college is aware of the need to update the curriculum map in order to ensure its usefulness. 
However, prior to revising the curriculum map, the faculty hope to have a discussion on revising 
the JD program learning outcomes in light of the updated ABA requirements and the JD program 




The faculty Educational Effectiveness Committee (EEC) has a great deal of work that it takes on 
each year with regards to assessment and program review of the JD program (given the small 
sizes and specialties of teaching, unique groups handle the MSL and LLM). The EEC is not the 
only faculty committee responsible for assessment and program review efforts (and in fact is far 
from the only one doing such work), but it is the committee that its sole designation is to work on 
educational effectiveness, which includes assessment, and accreditation matters. This means that 
each year, the newly selected EEC members must learn about assessment and program review 
before they then must choose a program learning outcome for the JD program to be assessed 
during that Academic Year.  
The EEC is also tasked with projects for accreditation matters such as drafting site visit self-
studies and conducting adjunct reviews. Often they do this work simultaneously, which is 
impressive given how time-consuming each project is. All of this is on top of the fact that most 
faculty members that join the EEC at the beginning of the Academic Year have only minimal 
exposure to assessment and program review and must undergo extensive training prior to 
implementation in the JD program. All of this is to explain both why the process has moved 
slowly at UC Hastings and also the substantial work that faculty are doing and how much the 
culture is in fact changing in such a short period of time.  
a) General Assessment Techniques:
Beginning in 2012-13 (and again in spring 2014), the faculty teaching the 1L statutory elective 
worked together to develop a common exam question to facilitate comparative evaluation of 
SLO’s and teaching effectiveness. Requiring each professor to put the common question on the 
exam ensured that all the disparate sections of the elective taught the core learning outcomes. 
After the exam, each professor provided examples of excellent, satisfactory, and poor answers to 
the question. The faculty analyzed the answers to the question and the results indicated the 
students were learning the core outcomes. Likewise, to ensure rigorous and fair evaluation, other 
faculty members collaborate, and some engage in innovative evaluation across courses. For 
example, in 1L sections of Torts and Civil Procedure I, faculty used joint assignments based on 
collaboratively developed exercises and written joint final exam questions.  
Other assessment techniques have been used in novel ways. For example, in Financial Basics for 
Lawyers, the law school has offered two sections of the class, one for students who already 
grasped fundamental concepts, the other for those who lacked this foundation. A pre-test has 
been used to assign students to the appropriate sections. Pre-assessing and assigning the students 
based on skill level, resulted in more effective teaching and learning.  
b) Written Communication
The first JD program learning outcome to be assessed was effective written communication. Five 
faculty members who taught spring 2014 seminars developed a rubric to be used across their 
courses to evaluate student writing skills (an expanded version of the rubric was initially created 
before it was modified for program assessment). Random samples of seminar papers were 
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collected at the end of the semester and the rubric was applied to evaluate the students' writing. 
The outcomes were used to discuss the quality of writing and to identify areas needing 
improvement. The faculty came up with suggestions both to improve writing and to improve the 
assessment process. Some of the main takeaways were that faculty should: 1. Focus work on 
thesis writing; 2. Work on setting up a writing center to offer extra support; 3. Create a handout 
on easy tips for faculty to help students improve; and 4. Develop a better process for faculty to 
share writing techniques. Following this process, the Legal Writing & Research department set 
up a writing center.  
 
The 2015-16 Academic Year was the first year of the center, and Assistant Dean Toni Young has 
given the following report on the UC Hastings Legal Writing Resource Center’s (LWRC) initial 
efforts. The mission of LWRC is to support the UC Hastings student community by developing 
and guiding students’ legal research and writing skills, and provide assistance with research, 
grammar, citations, editing, and factual and analytical development of student writing. The 
LWRC provides students with an opportunity for specific and individualized feedback on written 
work through interactive one-on-one conferences with LWR and Moot Court Instructors. 
 
The LWRC started with a limited assistance program for the Fall 2015 semester, with 10 
volunteer instructors and staff members. Appointments were limited to review of already graded 
work. Over the semester, 95 total appointments were made by 74 students. These numbers are 
above and beyond the drop-in hours or follow-ups that the LWRC staff provided. Of those 
students, 69% were 1L students looking for additional guidance or an alternative perspective to 
the writing challenges they meet during the first semester of law school. Sixty-four percent of the 
appointments occurred in October.  
 
For the spring 2016 semester, 11 volunteer instructors/staff members provided services to 
students through the LWRC. There were 43 total appointments by 33 students. These numbers 
are again above and beyond the follow-up appointments that the LWRC staff provided. Many 
students seek repeat assistance and follow-up appointments, and provide positive feedback on 
the assistance they received. 
 
Going forward, the law school plans to expand the hours the Center provides. Currently, the 
LWRC staff members are all volunteers, requiring the weekly schedule to fluctuate and have 
more limited hours than would be ideal. With additional staffers and/or additional hours 
provided, the LWRC staff can expand its services beyond legal writing and research and general 
writing feedback to providing services in more niche writing areas, such as writing for legal 
journals, writing samples for employment, and other types of writing law students will 
encounter. Additionally, LWRC plans to add feedback methods, including student surveys, to 
gain additional data about student needs and the effectiveness of services provided by the 
LWRC. 
 
In the 2015-16 Academic Year, an ad hoc faculty committee was formed to review writing in the 
JD program.. They used the faculty writing rubric and EEC writing memo, as well as additional 
data (see Academic Support Memo and Writing Requirements Memo), to further evaluate and 
make recommendations with regards to writing. Their recommendations are attached.  
 
 15 
The writing rubric (along with the oral communication rubric described in the next subsection) 
has been posted on the Faculty Resource Page on our learning platform, Canvas, and all 
professors supervising independent writing assignments now use the writing rubric or iterations 
of it to be issued each year by the Academic Dean after consulting with faculty.  
 
 
c) Oral Communication 
 
The 2015-16 Educational Effectiveness Committee chose to focus on assessing oral 
communication skills (in addition to also reviewing adjuncts as discussed below). To begin with, 
the committee conducted a survey of faculty to find out what teaching and assessment techniques 
faculty are using in their classroom on oral communication. The committee used the results to 
determine which courses already have oral communication assessment that could be used for 
program assessment.  
 
The faculty then developed a rubric to assess oral communication; pilot tested the rubric; 
received feedback from multiple constituencies on how it could be changed in different types of 
oral communication teaching environments; and then calibrated the rubric. Finally, the 
committee selected three different types of oral communication presentations that would be 
representative of student experiences: 1. Negotiation, 2. Research Presentation, and 3. Argument 
to Court. The sampling size to begin with was small, but will be expanded going forward.  
 
After trying out the rubric, many of the Negotiations faculty expressed that it would be easy for 
them to use the rubric as part of their course for a final negotiation, and they could then turn the 
rubric into the committee to be used for programmatic assessment. The assessment results were 
presented to the faculty committee for a Closing the Loop discussion, where they discussed what 
programmatic and process changes they suggested. Other ideas on how to increase the sample 
size and improve the study are discussed in their final committee memo.  
d) Bar Passage: 
 
Bar Passage is a critical assessment method for the JD program and it captures many of the 
Program Learning Outcomes, including doctrinal and substantive knowledge, written 
communication, critical thinking, and ethics. It is discussed in detail above, so will not be 
repeated in this section other than to say that extensive time and resources are being invested on 
assessing bar passage and analyzing the results to find out how to improve teaching and learning.  
e) LSSSE: 
 
UC Hastings started participating in the Law School Survey of Student Engagement (LSSSE) in 
2011. The college has now collected five years of data from these surveys, and has been using it 
to assess academic and co-curricular programs and PLOs. A committee compiled and assessed 
multiple years of results and briefed faculty and staff. Many of the questions provide data that 
can be directly linked to PLOs (such as writing, oral communication, critical thinking, problem 
solving, and emphasis on doctrinal/substantive knowledge). Although this survey only provides 
indirect evidence, the school has found it to be a useful tool to evaluate implementation of 
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smaller changes (such as to academic advising and financial aid advising), as well as to 
triangulate assessment of the major PLOs, e.g., writing. A more complete report on LSSSE data 
is attached. 
 
f)  Review of Adjunct-Taught Classes 
 
In 2014-15 and again in 2015-16, the faculty Educational Effectiveness Committee undertook to 
evaluate over 100 adjunct professors’ classes. See attached Adjunct Review EEC Memo 2014-15 
and Adjunct Review EEC Memo 2015-16 for details on the process and recommendations. 
Among the numerous points evaluated, looking at student learning outcomes and assessment 
techniques was high among them. While some adjuncts have provided student learning outcomes 
within their syllabi, and have also developed good formative as well as summative assessment 
techniques, this is not true in all cases. The faculty members who visited the adjuncts’ classes 
were more than willing to talk to adjuncts about assessment as well as other aspects of their 
classes. There is need, however, for formal training for the adjuncts in the basics of assessment. 
All adjunct faculty members were supplied with sample adjunct learning outcomes, syllabus 
template, syllabus kit/checklist, and offers of support from the regular faculty who visited their 
classrooms.  
 
The Director of Accreditation and Assessment offered a workshop for adjunct faculty in 2013. It 
was not well attended, but those who did attend were very engaged and seemed to get a lot out of 
it. The problem with holding workshops for adjuncts is that most of them are practicing attorneys 
and it can be very difficult to find a convenient time to attract large numbers. With UC Hastings’ 
fledgling moves into online education, this might be the perfect situation to create training via an 
online webinar on the basics of assessment that the adjuncts could take at their own convenience 
prior to teaching their course. The Director of Accreditation and Assessment has received 
increased responsiveness to the templates and samples she has provided that can be provided to 
adjuncts electronically. It is clear that an increased effort to provide outreach and resources to all 
professors is needed and that creating more opportunities for faculty to share resources is well-
received. The Director of Accreditation and Assessment maintains webpages on the UC 
Hastings’ website for assessment and learning outcomes information, but a more thorough 
review and update of the information is needed.  
g) ADAPS Assessment 
 
The College has provided ADAPS resources for assessment, work that will continue to be 
conducted through the Academic Dean’s office now that former ADAPS Morris Ratner has been 
appointed Academic Dean and will continue to serve ex officio on the EEC. Since July 1, 2016, 
ADAPS has engaged in direct program observation, student surveys and focus groups, and 
rigorous statistical (regression and matching) analyses. ADAPS has performed the statistical 
analyses in coordination with an expert statistician, Stephen N. Goggin, Ph.D., with input from 
various faculty with relevant expertise, including former Associate Academic Dean Heather 
Field, current Associate Academic Dean Jeff Lefstin, and Associate Professor Jared Ellias, and 
with data provided by the College’s Registrar’s Office. At the direction of ADAPS, Dr. Goggin 
has performed and is performing multiple analyses. See Exhibit by Stephen N. Goggin, Ph.D., 
Analysis of California Bar Exam Passage at UC Hastings, 2011-2015 (August 21, 2016) 
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[hereinafter “Goggin 8-21-16 Bar Passage Report”]; and as Exhibit by Stephen N. Goggin, 
Ph.D., Analysis of Sack Teaching Fellow Program Efficacy, 2015-16 (October 4, 2016) 
[hereinafter “Goggin 10-4-16 Sack Teaching Fellow Report”]. These analyses are discussed in 
subsequent sections and have informed ADAPS’s efforts and discussions by the administration 
and faculty regarding how to best ensure students’ academic and professional success.  
 
h) Ad Hoc Committee on Academic Success 
 
The Academic Dean constituted an Ad Hoc Committee on Academic and Professional Success, 
chaired by Professor David Takacs. The Committee has adopted as its primary mission the task 
of identifying ways to further front-load and strengthen legal analysis instruction in the 1L year. 
ADAPS serves as an ex officio member of the Committee. The Committee is developing 
recommendations for the College, mindful of recent efforts toward the same end, some of which 
are described below. 
 
i) Reaffirmation of the Educational Effective Committee’s 
Institutional Role 
 
The College has reaffirmed the role of Educational Effectiveness Committee as the faculty 
committee charged with encouraging and monitoring proposals for pedagogical reforms in the 
JD program. The Committee’s members are drawn on a rotating basis from the faculty. As of the 
Fall 2016 Term, ADAPS serves as an ex officio member of the Committee, and has coordinated 
with the Committee to disseminate and tout the value of the program assessment rubrics for 
individual student evaluation. Since January 1, 2016, the Committee has developed oral 
advocacy and research skills rubrics for program assessment. It previously oversaw the 
development of an assessment rubric for expository writing. The Committee also undertakes and 
coordinates the evaluation of adjunct-taught courses.  
 
j) Programmatic Developments 
(1) Establishment of Inns of Court in Fall 2016  
 
In 2007, the influential Carnegie8 and CLEA9 reports highlighted professional identity formation 
as a core objective for legal education. The College responded to those calls by innovating with 
various forms of mandatory and voluntary programming for first year law students designed to 
teach “professional readiness” skills, but student reviews were mixed and participation rates and 
observed levels of engagement and enthusiasm were relatively low. 
 
                                                
8 William M. Sullivan et al., CARNEGIE FOUND. FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF TEACHING, EDUCATING LAWYERS: 
PREPARATION FOR THE PROFESSION OF LAW (2007).  
9 Roy Stuckey et al., CLINICAL LEGAL EDUCATION ASS’N, BEST PRACTICES FOR LEGAL EDUCATION: A VISION AND A 
ROAD MAP (2007).  
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(a) Origin and Purposes 
The Inns of Court program has two main purposes, i.e., to build community and to inspire 
students to work in a self-directed way toward the development of core lawyering 
competencies.10 The motivating insight is that a community can organically generate more 
interest in the programming and make more obvious to students the connections among, on the 
one hand, professional identity and skills development and, on the other, the law school 
curriculum, various segments of the law school community (from the library to alumni), and the 
legal services market. To create the new Inns of Court program, the Associate Academic Dean 
spearheaded a cross-departmental effort including the Associate Dean of Academic and 
Professional Success, Assistant Dean of Student Services, Assistant Dean for the Office of 
Career & Professional Development,  and others.  
(b) Mechanics and Activities 
The Inns of Court program converts prior 1L “Sections” used predominantly for administrative 
purposes into community-wide “Inns” that include and encourage participation of students, 
faculty, staff, and alumni, building on a model pioneered by George Washington Law School.11 
At the beginning of the 2016-17 academic year, all 1L students received the attached Inns of 
Court brochure describing the initial UC Hastings Inns of Court Program, an important aspect of 
which is the scheduling throughout the year of 12 workshops addressing various perspectives 
and skills regarding being a law student and becoming a lawyer. In addition to 1L students, 
active participants in the workshops have included UC Hastings faculty, staff members, and 
upper division students. 
The College named each Inn after a prominent lawyer with important historical ties to UC 
Hastings. The Clara Shortridge Foltz Inn is named for the first woman lawyer in California and 
on the Pacific Coast, who attended classes at UC Hastings in the late 19th century. The Justice 
Wiley W. Manuel Inn is named for the first African-American to serve on the California 
Supreme Court, who as a UC Hastings student was the Editor-in-Chief of the Hastings Law 
Journal. The Hon. George R. Moscone Inn is named for the 37th Mayor of San Francisco, who 
was a 1956 graduate of UC Hastings and was tragically assassinated in 1978. And the Justice 
Roger J. Traynor Inn is named for the 23rd Chief Justice of California (1964-1970), who began 
his service on the California Supreme Court in 1940 as an Associate Justice and taught for more 
than a dozen years at UC Hastings after his retirement from the Court.  
10 See Marjorie Shultz & Sheldon Zedeck, Predicting Lawyer Effectiveness: Broadening the Basis for Law School 
Admissions Decisions, 36 LAW & SOC. INQUIRY 620 (2011) (identifying 26 lawyer effectiveness factors grouped 
into eight categories, including intellectual and cognitive, research and information gathering, communication, 
planning and organization, conflict resolution, business management, interpersonal, and character skills and traits). 
The Shultz & Zedeck piece has had a significant impact on and has grounded much of the professional identity 
formation literature that has followed in its wake. See, e.g., Deborah L. Rhode, Legal Education: Rethinking the 
Problem, Reimagining the Reforms, 40 PEPP. L. REV. 437, 456, n. 130 (2013) (citing Shultz and Zedeck’s list of 
lawyering competencies); Neil W. Hamilton, Law Firm Competency Models and Student Professional Success: 
Building on a Foundation of Professional Formation/Professionalism, 11 U. ST. THOMAS L. J. 6, 19-20 (2013) 
(grounding analysis in the Shultz and Zedeck study). 
11 See https://www.law.gwu.edu/inns-of-court. 
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(c) Professional Identity Formation and Professional 
Skills Development Programming 
 
The Inns of Court program utilizes pedagogical tools for professional identity formation and 
skills development pioneered by the Holloran Center at the University of St. Thomas, including a 
series of professional development exercises adapted from NEIL W. HAMILTON, ROADMAP: THE 
LAW STUDENT’S GUIDE TO PREPARING AND IMPLEMENTING A SUCCESSFUL PLAN FOR 
MEANINGFUL EMPLOYMENT (ABA 2015). The pedagogical strategy is to use active learning 
exercises to prompt students to reflect on and take ownership of their professional development.  
 
Though still preliminary, objective measures, including student evaluations and participation 
rates, suggest that the Inns of Court program has been an improvement from prior UC Hastings 
programming directed at professional and skills development for 1L students. We expect, 
however, that certain major concerns, particularly professional identity formation outcomes, will 
be difficult to measure except indirectly, e.g. employment rates, or will be virtually impossible to 
track comprehensively, e.g. future job performance. Nonetheless, we have already learned a 
number of helpful lessons regarding the initial Inns of Court program, including: 
 
! The social component of the Inns – the community-building cement of the 
program – will not necessarily develop as effortlessly and organically as we 
had hoped. The hope when we designed the program was that upper division 
students and faculty would independently create a rich social fabric for each 
Inn without much top-down direction or support. That has materialized only 
unevenly across the Inns.  
 
• Faculty participation across the Inns is variable. The Inns with more regular 
faculty participation tend to include faculty who are not teaching just after 
Inns programming, a consideration for future years.  
 
• Inn sessions would be more comfortably paced if they were allotted slightly 
more than the one hour provided in this inaugural year.  
 
• Better coordination with student groups that put on parallel professional 
development programming would prevent competition for student attention.  
 
• One of the early and particularly experimental sessions (involving role playing 
in professional settings) varied in terms of quality across Inns, and proved to 
be a drop-off point in terms of student engagement. That said, engagement 
levels are still much higher than in prior years. 
  




ADAPS, various administrators and faculty, academic support, and writing programs 
coordinated to build out and systematize the academic content of orientation for Fall 2016, to 
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include an introduction to legal analysis as well as legal analysis and legal writing skills building 
exercises. Students were provided a uniform set of suggested and required orientation reading 
materials, and received the same programming across Inns, ensuring a baseline with regard to 
preparation for the start of the academic year. The Fall 2016 orientation buildout continues a 
multi-year trend of enhancing the academic content of orientation. 
The orientation Fall 2016 academic program included an introduction to the American legal 
system and law; introductions to preparing for class (reading and briefing court decisions) and to 
legal analysis; a “sample class,” providing students exposure to the Socratic and case methods; a 
legal analysis exercise that gave students an opportunity to apply the law covered in the sample 
class; and a “writing capstone” exercise building off the legal analysis exercise, proctored by the 
legal writing program. The legal writing program forwarded the student capstone essays to their 
1L LWR instructors, who were tasked with identifying students with serious writing deficits and 
referring them to the Legal Writing Resource Center, and with reviewing the writing capstone 
exercise with students in the first week of law school, using it to establish a baseline against 
which to measure individual student progress.  
We assessed the expanded Fall 2016 Orientation by surveying student participants and soliciting 
feedback from faculty participants. Among other lessons we learned are the following:  
• More rigorous outcomes-based assessment could help point toward future
improvement/innovation.
• Students preferred academic content to be provided in the mornings, when
they were relatively alert.
• Participating faculty and students wanted more time allocated to the portions
of the academic program that involve reading and briefing cases, legal
analysis, and course outlining.
• The assessment of student “writing capstone” work product was too
decentralized and ad hoc to permit it to be a reliable assessment tool. Some
additional and more coordinated use of the capstone can provide greater
opportunities for orientation program and individual student assessment.
2. Sack Teaching Fellowship Program
a. Purpose
To enhance legal writing and legal analysis skills instruction, and building on a growing body of 
research showing the importance of individualized formative assessment, we established in the 
Fall 2015 term the innovative Sack Teaching Fellow program in two of four 1L sections (now 
called “Inns”). Since January 2016, we have rigorously assessed the efficacy of and have 
expanded that program to cover all four Inns.  
b. Fall 2015 Rollout
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In Fall 2015, three tenured or tenure-track doctrinal professors worked with 3L Sack Teaching 
Fellows to help our 1L students learn the skill of legal analysis in two Sections (one with one 
professor teaching a large section of Civil Procedure, and a second section with two professors 
each teaching a Torts small section). The professors selected Fellows from high achieving 3Ls 
who had taken their courses and whom they thought would make good mentors and role models. 
The professors required each 1L student to submit written responses to two problems that 
mimicked law school exam questions – one early in the semester, and one in the second half of 
the semester. Each student was required to write a written response. With training, supervision 
and oversight by the professors, the Teaching Fellows provided individual written feedback on 
each student essay, and also met with each student 1:1 for about 30 minutes to review each 
problem. The Fellow’s job was not to teach doctrine; rather, the Fellow’s job was to assist 1Ls in 
the form and method of legal analysis as tested on law school exams and the Bar Exam. The 
professors used the Teaching Fellow program to not only teach legal analysis, but also to identify 
students who seemed most at risk and refer those students to the College’s then-new Legal 
Writing Resource Center, and/or to the Academic Support Program. 
 The professors also gave students a midterm in each of their classes, with direct written 
feedback from each professor on each student’s midterm. The Teaching Fellow innovation 
ensured that the 1Ls in the affected sections received a base level of intensive legal analysis 
instruction and formative assessment in the Fall term of the 1L year.  
c. Assessment
i. Student Feedback
The Sack Teaching Fellow professors solicited student feedback on the Teaching Fellows and 
the Teaching Fellow program. Student feedback was overwhelmingly positive. To cherry pick 
one 1L student’s response: “[T]he teaching fellow literally gave me the skills I need to structure 
a final exam, make sure my issues are clear, and in so doing ensure completeness in my analysis. 
I can't over emphasize the value of performing test like write ups and submitting them for direct 
feedback.” The peer-to-peer component was especially appreciated by the 1Ls. A sample 1L 
comment from evaluations: “It was SO great to have someone closer to my own age to speak 
freely with and get practical advice from.” Students also provided helpful constructive feedback 
incorporated into the second year of the program, e.g., suggesting that Sack Teaching Fellow 
professors provide the first exercise late enough in the term that the students would have a 
sufficiently strong foundation to write intelligibly.  
ii. Sack Teaching Fellow Feedback
The inaugural group of Sack Teaching Fellows helped to evaluate the program. On the whole, 
the Sack Teaching Fellows found the experience challenging (i.e. it took more time and effort 
than anticipated) and rewarding. They reported that they enjoyed mentoring the 1Ls; felt this was 
excellent preparation for their own Bar Exams; and learned a lot about excellent writing. They 
also stressed the community-building potential of the program as one of the best ways 1Ls 
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interact with 3L students. One of the Teaching Fellows was so impressed that she donated money 
to ensure that the program would continue. One major takeaway from the Sack Teaching Fellow 
feedback was that more than two students were needed for each full 1L section/Inn.  
iii. Direct Professor Observation
The Fall 2015 Sack Teaching Fellow professors reported a generally higher level of quality of 
analysis on the essay portions of their final exams.  
iv. Rigorous Statistical Analysis (Regression Analysis)
Because the inaugural Sack Teaching Fellow program covered only two of four 1L Sections (i.e., 
Sections 1 and 3), there was a control group of students that permitted a rigorous outcomes-based 
assessment. Students from all four Sections mixed in their statutory elective classes in the Spring 
2016 term, giving us a basis to run regression analyses to assess the impact of the Sack Teaching 
Fellow innovation. Students who had worked with Sack Teaching Fellow and Professors their 
first semester (i.e. Sections 1 and 3) averaged a 3.156 grade in their Statutory Analysis elective 
in Spring 2016; those who did not work with a Sack Teaching Fellow and Professor (i.e. Sections 
2 and 4) averaged a 3.035.12 This increase was statistically significant at the p<0.10 standard.13 
This increase is equivalent to raising a student's LSAT score 3.09 points in terms of what LSAT 
scores predict in terms of LGPA,14 and is consistent with the Schwarcz & Farganis study at the 
University of Minnesota,15 where a similar program was roughly equivalent to an increase of 3.7 
points in a student's LSAT score. 
d. Fall 2016 Expansion
Consistent with the foregoing assessment, the College continued, adapted, and expanded the 
Sack Teaching Fellow program in Fall 2016. This past Fall term, each of the Inns had one class 
with three Sack Teaching Fellows per class. The College’s assessment efforts with regard to the 
expanded program are ongoing, but preliminary feedback from students suggests a generally 
positive response. 
C. Expansion of Academic Support Programming 
There are three main sources of academic support for 1L students: LEOP programming, which is 
available to students from disadvantaged backgrounds who were admitted via LEOP; the 
Academic Support Program (“ASP”) which hosts workshops for all students and provides 
“Discussion Group Leaders” (“DGLs”) for every 1L doctrinal class and both peer and 
12 See Goggin 10-4-16 Sack Teaching Fellow Report, at 3.  
13 Id.  
14 Id. 
15 See Daniel Schwarcz & Dion Farganis, The Impact of Individualized Feedback on Law Student Performance, 
Minn. Legal Studies Research Paper No. 16-13, at 5 (2016) (“Unlike prior research, these results do not simply 
suggest that individualized feedback improves student performance in the class where such feedback is given. 
Instead, they suggest that individualized feedback in a single first-year, doctrinal class can improve the quality of 
students’ exams in all other traditional law school classes during the first year of law school,” available at 
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2772393). 
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professional 1:1 legal analysis tutoring; and the relatively new Legal Writing Resource Center 
(“LWRC”), which the College created in academic year 2015-16 to provide 1:1 writing tutoring.
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Since January 2016, the College has devoted increased resources to academic support. First, it 
appointed a professor to serve as ADAPS, allocating part of his available time that would 
normally be devoted to teaching and scholarship to serve in that role. Second, the College funded 
two new positions allocated in the discretion of ADAPS to support LEOP and ASP, as well as 
bar passage programming, which ADAPS directly manages. This Fall term, the two new staff 
positions were used to provide one full-time-equivalent academic support professional to support 
LEOP, an additional half-time academic support professional to support ASP, and a half-time 
professional equivalent to support bar passage efforts. Third, the College allocated [ed. note—
amount needs to be inserted] additional funds this year to support expanded ASP academic 
support professional 1:1 advising and to support an additional academic support professional 
situated in the Legal Writing Resource Center as an adjunct to assess students suspected of 
having serious writing deficits and guiding interested students on a voluntary basis through 
“Core Grammar for Lawyers,” an online, self-directed learning tool designed to help law 
students, pre-law students, paralegal professionals, and practicing attorneys acquire the grammar 
and punctuation skills that are prerequisites to successful legal writing. 17 
I. Pedagogical Developments 
A. Rubrics 
UC Hastings has prepared written rubrics for assessing student progress in meeting JD program 
learning outcomes. To date, three different rubrics have been created to assist in assessing JD 
PLOs. During the last four academic years, the faculty Educational Effectiveness Committee and 
other faculty have worked to develop rubrics for expository writing, oral communication, and 
research skills as first steps in creating assessment rubrics for all learning outcomes. 
The rubrics were tailored to meet specific types of skills within each learning outcome. For 
example, with respect to written communications, the faculty started with basic expository 
writing and still need to develop rubrics for brief writing and possibly other types of legal 
writing.  
The details of how the rubrics were used for evaluating effectiveness of the JD Program overall 
and for assessing as appropriate individual student performance in courses is discussed above. 
The rubrics as well as the assessment data and faculty committee memos reviewing the results 
and providing recommendations are included in the attachments.  
B. Bar Awareness and Support 
Since January 2016, Hastings administrators have intensified efforts to encourage faculty to 
teach with awareness of bar exam testing methods. In particular, faculty teaching subjects tested 
16 See http://www.uchastings.edu/about/admin-offices/academic-support-gateway/index.php. 
17 See http://coregrammarforlawyers.com. 
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on the bar have been requested to take into account the type of subject questions covered on the 
bar exam. Toward those ends, ADAPS has, among other things, continued efforts to encourage 
professors to test using bar-like multiple choice and essay questions; provided faculty with links 
to prior California bar exam essay questions from the 1970s to the present and bar subject 
outlines; and organized colloquia and training sessions regarding the drafting of bar-style 
questions as noted above.  
C. Flipped Classrooms via Hybrid Online Courses 
A robust literature describes the benefits of “flipped” law school classrooms, in which a portion 
of new content is provided by way of recorded lecture prior to class, so as to free up additional 
space for inter-active and hands-on learning during class.18  UC Hastings experiential learning 
courses and some traditional doctrinal courses have regularly utilized active learning exercises 
during class time. Some professors now also are experimenting with how best to integrate the use 
of online material and approaches to teaching prior to in-person classes.  
1. Objectives include providing background law and other relevant information
online to reinforce written material assigned and offering opportunities for 
students to engage in online discussions in preparation for greater in-depth 
classroom discussions involving more open-ended and complicated issues 
2. As one example, Rochelle Shapell’s course on California Civil Procedure
utilized online lectures and exercises to augment classroom time. 
3. As another example, the Consumer Law course offered in Fall 2016 was co-
taught for first time by three adjuncts. The online materials include: course 
readings; as a form of interactive learning, discussion questions to be responded 
to online prior to a specific class; and 15 to 20-minute PowerPoint lectures by the 
teachers or guests on laws and topics relevant to the specific class. Course 
syllabus and structure, online material, and classroom teaching reviewed by 
Educational Effectiveness Committee member. 
II. Curricular Developments
A. 1L Writing for Scientists 
The Transition from Scientist to Lawyer class was developed in consultation with the Academic 
Dean’s Office in response to concerns that many students with hard science degrees have 
struggled in their first semester of law school. Students with hard science degrees may have done 
little, if any, expository writing. They are also trained to look only for the best possible answer 
18 See e.g., William R. Slomanson, Blended Learning: A Flipped Classroom Experiment, 64 J. LEGAL ED. 93, 95 
(2014) (“A simplified description of a ‘flipped’ classroom is that: (a) the professor’s lecture is delivered at home and 
(b) the student’s homework  [often using active learning exercises] is done in class.”  Available at 
http://jle.aals.org/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1016&context=home&sei-
redir=1&referer=https%3A%2F%2Fscholar.google.ca%2Fscholar%3Fq%3Dflipped%2Blaw%2Bschool%2Bclassro
om%26hl%3Den%26as_sdt%3D0%2C5#search=%22flipped%20law%20school%20classroom%22) (bracketed text 
added). 
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and frequently find the process of looking at all possible answers and all possible perspectives to 
be jarring. The class will review the basics of expository writing and legal reasoning, with a 
particular focus on issues that will be familiar to students with science degrees. The students also 
write a memo on a tax topic, developed in consultation with Professor Heather Field, and the 
argument section of a brief on an intellectual property topic, developed by Professor Robin 
Feldman. Students also work in teams on a contract drafting exercise. Professor Feldman 
provides line-by-line edits on each written assignment and meets with students individually to 
review their written work. The class has been a draw in recruiting admitted students who have 
hard science degrees. Enrollment in the course is optional for 1L students with hard science 
degrees. Students who take the course receive 1 unit of credit. The syllabus is included as an 
Exhibit. 
B. Upper Division Writing Intensive 
In response to the 2015-16 academic year’s Ad Hoc Committee on Student Writing’s April 15, 
2016 “Summary of Work & Suggestions for Moving Forward,” Recommendation No. 9, 
ADAPS asked the Legal Writing and Research (“LWR”) Program to develop an upper division 
writing course. The Curriculum Committee and faculty just approved the course – Advanced 
Legal Writing: Writing for Practice – which will be taught by LWR instructors to upper division 
students in the Spring 2017 term. If the course attracts sufficient student interest and assesses 
well, we intend to offer multiple sections of it in future years.  
C. Upper Division Hybrid Doctrinal and Legal Analysis Skills Course 
Dr. Goggin’s August 2016 statistical analysis calls into question the sufficiency of the traditional 
standalone Legal Analysis course, previously the College’s primary curricular vehicle for 
supporting students struggling with legal analysis.19 The outcomes associated with the Legal 
Analysis course could result from a variety of factors—from possible problems with the 
statistical analysis itself which Dr. Goggin recognized20 to the possibility that students who 
struggle with legal analysis need multiple and recurring opportunities to hone that skill for the 
training to become sticky. In light of the foregoing, the College has opted starting this academic 
year to supplement the standalone Legal Analysis course, one that does not attempt to teach legal 
analysis divorced from any particular subject (the definition of a “standalone” course), but, 
instead, marries doctrinal and legal analysis instruction.  
Toward this end, ADAPS asked Professor Stefano Moscato to develop a hybrid Civil Procedure 
2/legal analysis course that teaches both the upper division Civil Procedure 2 content and legal 
analysis skills in a small-group setting involving multiple writing deliverables. While this course 
is open to 3L students, it is particularly aimed at 2L students. In Spring 2017, UC Hastings is 
offering for the first time a new 3-unit course entitled Remedies: Doctrine and Practice as an 
19 See Goggin 8-21-16 Bar Passage Report, at 46 (“[T]hese analyses together suggest that there is little dispositive 
evidence of a significant effect of Legal Analysis taken in Spring of a student’s 1L year on any later LGPA or bar 
passage outcomes.”) and 47-48 (“Interestingly, we do see a negative and statistically significant effect for 1st attempt 
bar passage, suggesting that those who took the upper division Legal Analysis course are, on average, 23.3% less 
likely to pass the California Bar Exam on their first attempt.”).  
20 Id., at 3, 48, and 52. 
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alternative to the standard Remedies course. It will combine substantive materials on remedies in 
four areas – contracts, torts, property and constitutional law – with intensive writing exercises 
designed to help prepare students for the types of questions they will face on the bar exam. The 
course is being taught by Professor Lois Schwartz. 
D. New Upper Division Bar Focused Classes 
Critical Studies 
Starting with the administration of the July 2017 California bar exam, the Multistate Bar Exam’s 
multiple choice questions will constitute half of the bar exam score, up from 35 percent in prior 
years. Because of that change, ADAPS, which manages bar passage programming, including the 
for-credit bar prep curriculum, invited Kaplan Bar Review’s Chris Fromm to teach a one-credit 
course starting Spring 2017 called Critical Studies IIA: Success on the Multistate Bar 
Examination (MBE). The course description states:  
This one unit course is designed to introduce students to general and subject-specific exam 
techniques for the MBE. This course will help you develop multiple choice exam techniques 
including issue identification and fact analysis necessary to support outcome predictions…. The 
course will present a substantive overview of several MBE-tested subjects, and provide practice 
questions and feedback as part of the class sessions.21 
III. Special Focus on Bar Exam Success
A. Changed Circumstances 
The College’s California bar exam pass rate has traditionally floated with the average for ABA-
accredited schools in the State of California. The bar pass rate has declined from 79 percent for 
first-time test takers in 2011 to 68 percent for first time test takers in 2015. This has occurred 
despite increased attention focused at the College on bar passage, from the creation of for-credit 
bar preparation classes, increasing bar exam awareness among the student body through special 
programming (e.g., “Bar Sweeps Week” events which take place one week per semester each 
year), and the creation of a bar passage support program now directly managed by ADAPS with 
assistance from the Academic and Professional Success Lecturer. There is no obvious single 
explanation for the College’s bar pass rates, though the changing nature of the law school 
applicant pool likely plays some role. Concerned, the College through ADAPS engaged in an 
intensive assessment and analysis effort this past summer, which has prompted a number of 
moves aimed at improving student bar exam outcomes, several of which have been highlighted 
in the preceding sections.  
B. Assessment/Evaluation 
ADAPS analyzed the past 25 years of the College’s efforts to improve bar passage outcomes. His 
report, presented to the faculty in September 2016, charted a trajectory of ever-more-expansive 
efforts to address the bar pass rate, from an early focus in the early 1990s on admissions and 
21 See http://uchastings.edu/academics/education/catalog/CAT16-17.pdf, at 54. 
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retention to more recent efforts to systematically and pervasively teach the skills necessary for 
success on the bar, including legal analysis.  
 
ADAPS commissioned a survey by Professor Moscato of academic and bar support efforts at 
sister schools in California and nationally which are perceived as having relatively high bar pass 
rates. With the caveat that most of those schools do not accept as many students as does UC 
Hastings with relatively low entering metrics (LSAT and undergraduate GPA), Professor 
Moscato’s survey revealed that the College already has adopted or is adopting the most cutting 
edge interventions, though was slightly behind some other schools in doing so. For example, 
both UCLA Law School and Berkeley Law embraced the hybrid doctrinal/legal analysis 
alternative to the standalone legal analysis course years ago.  
 
Finally, ADAPS, advised by various faculty members with relevant expertise, commissioned a 
statistical analysis of a data set including all students who graduated 2011-2015 and sat for the 
California bar exam. Dr. Goggin’s resulting August 2016 Report is cited throughout this 
document and has had a substantial impact on the College’s reflection on bar passage issues over 
the past several months. The remainder of this section summarizes his Report. The following 
section summarizes the College’s response efforts to date, many of which are also explored more 
fully above.  
 
Dr. Goggin analyzed the efficacy of three of the College’s traditional interventions aimed at 
improving LGPA and/or bar exam outcomes, i.e., bar subject classes, Legal Analysis, and 
Critical Studies. Dr. Goggin’s findings with respect to bar subject classes were perhaps the most 
surprising. During a period in which the College was actively advising students to take bar-tested 
doctrinal classes, the average number of bar subject upper division classes taken by our 
graduates declined from 5.96 for May 2011 graduates to 5.36 for May 2015 graduates.22 We also 
learned that as a result of a change made in 2013, the average number of bar courses taken for a 
letter grade dropped from 5.89 for May 2011 graduates to 4.37 for May 2015 graduates, a 26 
percent drop. Though for some students taking bar subject classes for a grade increases the 
probability of passing the bar, the effect is only noticeable when bar subject classes are taken for 
a grade.23 Further, Dr. Goggin analyzed the efficacy of both Legal Analysis (offered in the 1L 
and 2L years) and Critical Studies (offered in the 3L year) on LGPA and bar passage. Dr. 




1. ADVISING / MENTORING 
 
UC Hastings also provides academic advising services designed to ensure each student 
understands the school’s academic standards and graduation requirements and can design a 
program of study for his or her 2nd and 3rd year, which helps meet the student’s goals. Academic 
advising begins at the start of each student’s first year and continues throughout her or his tenure 
                                                
22 See Goggin 8-21-16 Bar Passage Report, at 3. 
23 Id. 
24 Id.  
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at UC Hastings. The Student Services Office, in consultation with the Associate Academic 
Dean’s Office, coordinates academic advising activities. The office draws on its own resources 
as well as on the experience of UC Hastings faculty and students to provide students with the 
advice they need to successfully navigate law school.  
The LSSSE’s results identified a need for enhanced academic advising. In response, and as part 
of the law school’s strategic plan, Student Services made multiple efforts to strengthen its 
academic advising services. First, Student Services revised the 1L faculty advising program 
beginning in 2012-13 to include one mandatory faculty advising day per semester. Second, the 
Student Services directors provide one-on-one 30-minute individual academic advising sessions. 
Third, the 1L student hour program, which began in 2013-14, included several programs 
intended to assist 1Ls with academic advising. Programs included a workshop led by the 
Associate Academic Dean about academic planning, a session about registration and elective 
options, and several sessions during which students attended brief presentations about 
concentrations, study abroad, clinics, externships, competition teams, journal, and other 
academic/extracurricular opportunities. Fourth, in 2013-14, the Academic Dean’s office began 
holding academic planning sessions for 2L and 3L students each semester to provide more 
guidance about course planning, clinics/externships, study abroad, etc. Fifth, the faculty created a 
list of strongly recommended classes to give advice to students who want a broad based legal 
education. Lastly, Student Services is creating an academic advising handbook with basic 
graduation requirements and student opportunities all located in one place. 
After the Law School Survey of Student Engagement (LSSSE) identified weaknesses in 
academic advising (confirmed by informal observation of student dissatisfaction with advising), 
the Associate Academic Dean and Director of Student Services made concerted efforts to assist 
faculty to become more effective advisors. For instance, each first year student is assigned a 
faculty advisor with whom the student may choose to meet one-on-one. The faculty advisors also 
meet with advisees in small groups at designated times each semester. At these required 
meetings the faculty advisor discusses topics including getting acclimated to law school, study 
skills, exam preparation, course selection, and career planning.  
In 2013-14, a new 1L student hour included several sessions intended to provide additional or 
more effective academic advising. For example, student hour sessions included a workshop with 
fall semester professors to reflect on student exams and workshops about different academic and 
extracurricular opportunities to help students make informed decisions among them. More 
improvement is needed. Assigning students to advisors based on self-reported interests is one 
idea being considered to improve the advising program. 
Because of the importance of experiential learning to students’ preparation for career 
opportunities, the Associate Dean for Experiential Learning spends a large fraction of her time 
advising students about course sequencing, available alternatives to develop networks and skills, 
and best practices with respect to professional growth. 
UC Hastings provides students with a variety of other academic advising resources designed to 
help them meet their academic and career goals. The Associate Academic Dean, with support 
from the Career Office, Student Services, Global Programs, and the faculty from the clinical and 
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experiential programs sponsor several panels each year related to registration, academic 
concentrations, study abroad opportunities, clinics, externships, and other topics. Students 
enrolled in one of UC Hastings’ academic concentrations are assigned a Concentration Advisor 
who assists them in planning for the more specific requirements necessary to complete the 
concentration. Student Services offers students a number of web-based resources to promote 
effective academic planning. In addition to these advising resources, students may sign up for 
one-on-one, 30-minute academic advising sessions with the Director or the Associate Director of 
Student Services to discuss their individual interests and goals, to develop a plan for course 
selection and sequencing, and to obtain advice on other academic issues. 
 
UC Hastings recognizes students require effective academic advice and support to successfully 
navigate law school and become outstanding legal professionals ready to solve 21st Century 
problems. In this regard, admission to the bar is a critical prerequisite. As discussed subsequently 
in this Self-Study, the bar passage rate for UC Hastings students who take the exam for the first-
time is an area of concern. UC Hastings’ commitment to assisting its students to pass the bar, the 
priority placed on this commitment by the faculty, administration, and the Board of Directors, 
and the multiple steps and alternative strategies to enhance its bar passage rate are fully 




In coordination with the Academic Dean, ADAPS has worked to support faculty interested in 
providing more formative assessments in the form of individualized feedback to students in 
doctrinal classes. Developments include the following:  
 
1. Teaching Assistant Fund 
 
In the 2016-17 academic year, the College created a $10,000 fund to be administered by the 
Academic Dean and ADAPS. The fund is available to pay TA stipends for professors who intend 
to provide intensive, individualized, written feedback on a legal analysis exercise and want to use 
a TA to support that effort without depleting their own faculty accounts. A handful of professors 
teaching large doctrinal 1L and upper division classes took advantage of the fund during the Fall 
2016 term as a way of supporting such feedback.  
 
1. Faculty Resource Page 
 
ADAPS created a “Faculty Resource Page” on Canvas, a shared platform for faculty, to post 
rubrics, sample exercises, and information regarding pedagogy. For example, this page contains 
the writing and oral advocacy rubrics developed for overall JD Program student assessments, so 
that they can be adapted by individual faculty who wish to use them as metrics for assessing 
student performance in individual courses. In addition, the page includes sample legal analysis 
exercises from ASP for professors who want to incorporate such material into doctrinal classes, 
as well as the legal analysis and writing exercises and grading rubrics used by Fall 2016 Sack 
Teaching Fellow program professors. The purpose of this page is to make easily accessible to all 
faculty, whether teaching 1L or upper division 2L and 3L courses, innovative and updated 
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material to supplement and enhance traditional doctrinal teaching. All faculty have been invited 
to contribute to the page’s development. 
2. Faculty Colloquia
ADAPS is organizing faculty colloquia devoted to the subject of pedagogy. At the first 
colloquium in September 2016, Chancellor and Dean Emeritus Mary Kay Kane gave a tutorial 
for all faculty regarding how to draft MBE-style multiple choice questions. At the second 
colloquium scheduled for January 2017, David Takacs, this year’s recipient of the Rutter Award 
for Teaching Excellence, and ASP Director Laurie Zimet will lead a discussion regarding the 
effective use of teaching assistants. The third pedagogical colloquium, scheduled for February 
2017, will be on drafting effective bar-like essay questions.  
3. SCHOLARSHIP, RESEARCH, AND CREATIVE ACTIVITY
1. Scholarship
The faculty at UC Hastings also takes considerable pride in its scholarly output and 
contributions. Hiring, promotion, tenure, and evaluation policies stress scholarly excellence. UC 
Hastings faculty actively engages in programs of scholarship, which results in a culture of 
scholarship. Articles are placed in leading law reviews and books are published by major legal 
and academic publishers. UC Hastings emeritus faculty continue to have a strong voice in legal 
scholarship. 
Scholarship is supported and encouraged by UC Hastings in many ways. The culture of engaged 
scholarship, a UC Hastings tradition, has been further enhanced in recent years. In addition to 
effective teaching, scholarship is stressed in all important decisions including hiring, promotion, 
tenure, evaluations, and compensation. UC Hastings continues to provide funds to support travel, 
research assistance, books and materials, equipment, and other needs a faculty member may have 
in connection with his or her research. UC Hastings offers frequent scholarly seminars and 
colloquia to stimulate discussions of ongoing research. For example, new opportunities have 
been created for tenure-track colleagues to present their work to one another and for mid-level 
colleagues to participate in “10-10” (10 pages/10 minutes to present) events. A junior faculty 
colloquium exchange with the University of Denver Sturm College of Law has been established. 
Research stipends are available each summer, with about half of the full-time faculty members 
receiving them each year. Sabbatical (or research) leaves are available every seventh year for 
those who have an appropriate research project; ad hoc reductions in other responsibilities are 
occasionally available for those who have an extraordinary research commitment. Notices of the 
faculty’s engaged scholarship are featured on UC Hastings’ website and lists are distributed 
periodically to the entire faculty as a means of encouraging more productivity. Finally, UC 
Hastings hosts a number of scholarly conferences, both to increase its scholarly reputation and to 
stimulate greater scholarly productivity on the part of the members of the community. A prime 
example of this is the work done under the auspices of the Consortium with UCSF. 
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The Associate Dean for Research is charged with mentoring junior faculty and helping all faculty 
with their scholarly needs, arranging internal symposia and major scholarly conferences, and 
generally elevating the scholarly profile and productivity of the school.  
Scholarly accomplishment is an important part of each faculty member’s annual report to the 
administration, and it is seriously considered in evaluation and compensation decisions. In 2013, 
a faculty compensation committee urged the Chancellor & Dean and the Provost & Academic 
Dean to base merit compensation adjustments in significant part on scholarly accomplishment 
and productivity and teaching, with service as an additional consideration. A second committee 
reviewed policies and made recommendations with respect to merit raises for the Long-Term 
Contract Faculty. The academic leaders have also sought to reward especially productive 
scholars by expanding the availability of time-limited chairs, such as the Hastings, Traynor, and 
Gregory chairs. 
2. Service
With respect to faculty service, UC Hastings’ faculty members participate in a wide variety of 
activities within UC Hastings. Faculty serve as 1L advisors. They coach and judge moot court, 
assist the school’s nine law journals, mentor student organizations, help students with public 
interest and pro bono projects, and assist the Student Services, Career Services, and Admissions 
offices with outreach efforts and advice. In addition, UC Hastings faculty serve as informal 
advisers and mentors to students, providing an important source of academic, professional, job 
seeking, and personal support to those students who seek out faculty assistance. Faculty 
members are also active outside UC Hastings, working with local and national bar associations, 
uniform law commissions, the ALI, and the AALS. For example, in recent years, two faculty 
members have served as presidents of the AALS and another also served as its Deputy Director. 
One faculty member is a Co-Reporter for an ALI Restatement project. Another faculty member 
is Associate Reporter for the Advisory Committee on Civil Rules, which proposes amendments 
to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The previous Academic Dean remains a member of the 
State Bar of California’s Task Force on Admissions Regulation Reform. Faculty members work 
with or serve on the boards of directors of a wide variety of non-profit and charitable 
organizations and governmental commissions. They participate in speeches, debates, conferences 
and colloquia throughout the world and make media appearances on issues related to their 
expertise. The annual reports submitted to the Chancellor & Dean also detail internal and 
external service activities by faculty. Although not weighted as heavily as teaching and 
scholarship, these activities are taken into account in evaluation, compensation, tenure, and 
promotion decisions. 
B. Summary 
Administration and faculty have met and conferred intensively since ADAPS distributed Dr. 
Goggin’s report to the faculty in September of 2016, including meetings among various 
administrators, as well as both informal and formally organized meetings of faculty to discuss its 
implications. The administration has already responded to the Report in a number of ways, 
including:  
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• ADAPS has coordinated with the head of ASP to revise content for the last
portion of the Legal Analysis course, to focus on bar-like writing assignments.
• ADAPS has solicited and obtained approval of a course to supplement Legal
Analysis, i.e., the hybrid doctrinal/legal analysis skills course described above.
• ADAPS has coordinated with Critical Studies faculty, including Lead Critical
Studies Faculty Lois Schwartz, to update and systematize content for Critical
Studies, I; and has added Critical Studies IIA, described above. In addition,
ADAPS has solicited proposals for further revised versions of Critical Studies.
In addition, ADAPS has coordinated with Professor Schwartz to expand
hybrid doctrinal/bar-exam essay writing skills course, including the Remedies
course described above.
• ADAPS is coordinating with the Associate Academic Dean to propose that the
College consider how it can adjust the credit/no-credit option to prevent it
from undermining the efficacy of bar-subject classes.
• The Associate Academic Dean has reduced the number of students required in
his discretion to take either Legal Analysis or Critical Studies.
• The Associate Academic Dean is supervising Student Service’s efforts to
inform students of the importance of taking bar subject classes for a grade,
recognizing bar passage as one of several goals students may have.
• The Report has also lent new urgency to the Ad Hoc Committee on Academic
Success’s efforts, described above, to front-load, systematize, and expand
efforts in the 1L year to teach the skill of legal analysis.
The College sees the utility of data-driven, outcomes-based assessment, and intends to continue 
undertaking it through ADAPS. 
UC Hastings is committed to developing approaches that are responsive and methodical in 
meeting the educational needs and aspirations of our JD students. As part of WASC and ABA 
accreditation, our present emphasis in examining our JD Program learning outcomes has been on 
improving our teaching of traditional lawyering skills and perspectives, which we intend to 
continue to do rigorously and self-reflectively. But we hold a holistic view of legal education and 
also recognize the continuing importance of maintaining strong experiential learning and multi-
disciplinary or inter-disciplinary courses as key components in preparing students to be 
intellectually competent and professionally responsible lawyers in the 21st century. Our plans are 
to continue to be similarly analytic about these integral aspects of the curriculum. 
 Academic Dean Review and Action Plan IV.
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This section is written by the Academic Dean reviewing the faculty committee assigned to 
conduct the Program Review. In the case of the 2016-17 Academic Year JD Program Review, 
Acting Provost and Academic Dean Evan Lee writes the following in response to the above 
sections. They are a reaction to the faculty Educational Effectiveness Committee’s findings 
through the Program Review and are made prior to the External Program Review.  
A. Written	communication	
The April 15, 2016, final report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Student Writing ("Student Writing 
Report") is described above. The Student Writing Report, in turn, built on the unanimous 
recommendation of the Ad Hoc Lawyering Skills Committee to enhance writing instruction at 
Hastings in the 2L and 3L years. Those committee reports will not be repeated here, but rather 
will serve as the basis for reflections on Hastings' process of assessing and improving the written 
communication skills of its students. 
While noting a general decline in writing skills among incoming students at all law schools, the 
Student Writing Report makes certain important recommendations. One is early intervention: 
1Ls who exhibit writing problems in their midterms could be referred to the Academic Support 
Program and/or to the Legal Writing Resource Center. This possibility has considerable promise, 
but only if the Academic Support Program and Legal Writing Resource Center were to be given 
much deeper resources than at present. At current staffing levels, referring even 5 percent of the 
1L class (roughly 15 students) would be overwhelming. There is also a question about when the 
referred students would have time to undertake an intensive remedial writing course during their 
first year; they would have to be released from something else. 
A second recommendation is that 1L faculty be required to give feedback on writing in the 
grading of exams. There is no doubt that faculty can do more in this regard than they 
traditionally have. Although line edits would be prohibitively time consuming, the adoption of 
written communication rubrics would produce meaningful individualized feedback without 
requiring an unrealistic time commitment. Of course, faculty must read exams largely with an 
eye toward evaluating doctrinal mastery and aptitude for legal reasoning, but written expression 
should also be an important component in grading. So long as the quality of writing is excluded 
from grading considerations, writing is highly unlikely to improve. 
A third recommendation of the Student Writing Report is for the administration to consider 
hiring full-time legal writing instructors. For decades, Hastings has relied principally on adjunct 
legal research and writing instructors culled from the ranks of local alumni. Although many such 
instructors have rendered years of outstanding and committed pedagogy for Hastings students, 
the sheer number of adjuncts required to cover the roughly 300 students in a 1L class ensures a 
wide variation in quality of instruction. Chancellor and Dean David Faigman has announced his 
intention to spend the considerable extra amount of money required to professionalize the legal 
research and writing program at Hastings, so this recommendation is well on its way to adoption. 
A fourth recommendation has already been adopted. The administration has already announced 
that resource allocation among faculty members will be made in part on how much 
individualized feedback faculty give to students, including on their writing. This is critical 
because such feedback is extremely time consuming and does not promote an individual faculty 
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member's career in the way that publication of scholarship or attendance at professional 
conferences does. When faculty members submit their annual activity report to the 
administration, they are now encouraged to report roughly how much time they spent on 
providing such individualized feedback to students. Compensation, sabbatical, teaching 
assignment, and faculty development fund decisions now turn in part on how much faculty 
members provide such feedback. 
Still another recommendation, teaching writing skills before and during orientation, could prove 
trickier to implement. Orientation at Hastings is already an extremely full and intensive week. 
There has already been a considerable move to "front-load" what are considered foundational 
and professionalization programming into orientation. Although it might be desirable to have an 
entire summer, or at least several weeks, to impart such foundational knowledge and skills to 
incoming students, it is not highly practical. For one thing, many students do not decide to attend 
Hastings until just before classes begin. It is difficult to see how these students could ever be 
"caught up" with their classmates. Many other students need to work during the summer for 
financial reasons. Student housing during orientation, especially in San Francisco, could pose a 
major problem. It seems much more likely that additional writing instruction would simply 
displace some units currently devoted to doctrinal instruction; the administration should charge 
the Curriculum Committee with the study of such an idea. 
In a memo dated December 22, 201525, now Associate Dean for Academic and Professional 
Success (ADAPS) Morris Ratner reported on statistics analyzed by the Registrar about papers 
satisfying the writing requirement at Hastings. The study covered the period 2011-2015. The 
study showed that roughly 90 percent of papers satisfying the writing requirement done on an 
independent study basis received a grade in the A range, the vast majority a straight A. By 
contrast, papers satisfying the writing requirement through seminars received grades in the A 
range only 50-60 percent of the time. This disparity is troubling, as it suggests much more lax 
writing requirement standards in independent study situations. The administration should take 
steps to remind faculty of their responsibility to apply the same standards between independent 
studies and seminars, at least where certifying satisfaction of the writing requirement is 
concerned.  
Another potentially troubling finding in the December 2015 report was that a small number of 
faculty are supervising a disproportionately large number of writing requirement papers. The 
report found that 55 percent of the papers satisfying the writing requirement via independent 
study were supervised by just 10 faculty members. Similarly, 43 percent of the seminar papers 
satisfying the requirement were supervised by just 10 faculty members. This suggests that some 
faculty members are supervising very few or no writing requirement papers, which in turn would 
mean that students are losing access to the subject matter expertise of such faculty members. It 
also means that a small number of faculty are de facto setting the expectations for what satisfies 
the writing requirement. Although some disparity in number of papers supervised is inevitable, 
the administration can ensure that faculty members understand their responsibility to shoulder 
some of the load of supervising writing requirement papers, and further that they are being given 
credit for taking on that burden. 
25 See Writing Requirements Memo 2015 in Attachments.
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In a memo dated August 7, 2014, the Educational Effectiveness Committee reported on a study 
by an informal group of five faculty who adopted a writing rubric. The group randomly assigned 
papers to these five faculty for quantitative assessment according to the rubric, and the results 
were then tabulated. The exercise was useful, as it illustrated the need for some choices to be 
made before rubrics are employed to evaluate student papers. For example, evaluators need to be 
instructed whether and how much to value the novelty of a thesis, or how “interesting” a thesis 
is. This might be contrasted with more basic determinations, such as whether a paper contains a 
thesis at all, or whether a paper follows through with support of its thesis. How “novel” or 
“interesting” a thesis is may be more appropriately restricted to evaluation of papers written for 
publication in scholarly journals, and not appropriately applied to student papers never intended 
for publication. Once such choices are made, rubrics should be calibrated through continuing 
group exercises so as to ensure some consistency across evaluations. 
B. Oral	communication	
 
The Educational Effectiveness Committee's work in assessing students' oral communication 
skills is described in Part III-A-3-c above. That description will not be repeated here; instead, we 
will use this opportunity to reflect on that assessment process. 
  
Although only a small number of students' oral communication skills were assessed, the 
remarkably narrow range of results suggests that they are reliable, in the narrow sense that they 
are at least moderately typical of Hastings students. The overwhelming majority of scores were 2 
or 3 on a 4-point scale, which suggests that Hastings students' oral communications skills are 
somewhere in the middle range, with very few students exhibiting superior or advanced skills, 
and no students at an observed level of total deficiency. It is probably best not to take too 
seriously the purported granularity of the different aspects of oral commuication contained in the 
rubric (content, structure, verbal delivery, non-verbal delivery, and effective time-management). 
Whether viewed as averages on a 4-point scale or as percentages of students who were found to 
have performed at a 3- or 4-point level, the aggregate results are so similar across rubric 
categories that it may make more sense to view these assessments as measuring overall general 
oral communications skills rather than the pinpoint aspects of the oral communications skills. 
Viewed in that way, it would seem that the existing assessment process provides a meaningful 
gauge. 
 
The Educational Effectiveness Committee articulated every plausible response to its findings, 
with the candidates grouped into "curriculum-related," "resource-related," and "academic 
process-related."  One interesting possibility would be to revise admissions priorities. Priority 
could be given to applicants who have significant high school or college debate experience, or 
who have a significant repertiore in drama (as actors rather than in production). Although this 
possibility would be intriguing in a period where there is depth in the applicant pool, the present 
extreme thinness in the applicant pool makes such a priority unrealistic at this time.  
 
The response most likely to produce improvement would seem to be "change how courses are 
taught . . . ."  If, for example, Moot Court and Negotiations classes are geared toward teaching 
the finer points of appellate argument and deal-closing, respectively, they could be reoriented 
toward more generic oral communications skills such as active listening, adjustment to audience, 
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and coherent thought formation. By the same token, if students are permitted to read their in-
class paper presentations straight from the page, they could be limited to a few index cards with 
mnemonic bullet points in order to stimulate spontaneity in delivery. Another possible change to 
seminars would be to require each student to do more than simply the one presentation toward 
the end of the course. Of particular value would be the defense of a tentative thesis early in the 
course, where the presenting student could have a low-pressure, conversational exchange with 
classmates exploring the viability of the presenter's topic. 
The next step in improving oral communications skills would be to charge the Curriculum and/or 
Academic Standards committees to consider studying how such classes are currently taught and 
whether given reforms are likely to be effective. 
C. Legal	research	skills	
In fall 2016, the Educational Effectiveness Committee joined with the Associate Dean for 
Library and Technology and the Librarians to design a rubric to assess legal research skills. The 
rubric was shared with interested parties, including the Legal Research and Writing and Moot 
Court staff in order to get feedback. The next step in the process will be to design an assessment 
method that can be used in conjunction with the rubric. The Library staff plan to take the lead to 
design an online assessment that can ideally be given to all 1Ls (to begin with). Unlike other 
assessment practices, this is one area where there will likely be an assessment after the 1L year 
and then again closer to graduation. The reasoning behind having two assessment time periods is 
that most PLO assessment is intended to be the skill level at or near graduation. However, legal 
research skills are critical for employment in summer jobs that students obtain after their 1L year 
and students should be acquiring sufficient proficiencies during their first year. Therefore, 
assessment of this skill needs to be assessed earlier in students’ educations.  
D. Doctrine	
Under the direction of the Provost & Academic Dean, the faculty are being charged with 
collaboration and coordination of subject matter. Small-scale efforts to collaborate and share 
assessment methods began in 2012, but a more concerted effort to initiate a practice across all 
doctrinal and subject matter is underway.  
E. Preparation	for	bar	passage	
The dominant pedagogical issue at UC Hastings today is how to respond to the issue of bar 
passage. In the July 2016 sitting of the California Bar Examination, only 51% of UC Hastings 
first-time takers passed – an all-time low, by far. Going back to the 1980s, first-time bar passage 
percentage at Hastings was in the low 80s, and as recently as three or four years ago Hastings 
was still in the 70s. What happened – and how to respond – have occupied the administration and 
faculty this last year. 
The most obvious factor in lower bar passage also turns out to be the least relevant, at least in the 
prescriptive sense:  lower literacy of entering students. There is no doubt that the general group 
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of students entering law school since the financial crisis of 2009 is less qualified, in terms of 
objective metrics, than the cohorts of the preceding three or four decades. A roughly 50% decline 
in law school applications nationwide, especially among the most qualified college graduates, 
has affected all law schools. This precipitous decline in qualifications of the applicant pool has 
manifested itself in a lower pass rate in the California Bar Examination. In the July 2016 
administration of the exam, only 43% of first-time takers passed. 
This crisis is especially acute in California, where the Committee of Bar Examiners has 
inexplicably refused to alter the “cut score” of the exam – that is, the raw-score threshold of the 
Multistate Bar Exam portion of the test at which “passage” has been marked. The cut score in 
California remains at 144, while the nationwide average cut score is in the mid-130s, and New 
York’s is 133. If one were to rescale the July 2016 California exam using New York’s cut score, 
more than 80% of the first-time takers from ABA accredited schools would have passed, 
including the takers from Hastings. Thus, to a significant degree, the bar-passage crisis in 
California, and at Hastings, is the doing of one body, the Committee of Bar Examiners of the 
State of California.26 
But there is another critical sense in which the bar-passage problem at Hastings is our 
responsibility alone. Although there is no doubt that the LSAT and undergraduate grade point 
averages of incoming students strongly impact eventual bar-passage rates, they are not the main 
influence. According to the Goggin regression analyses, only one-third of the variability in bar 
passage rates is explained by the entering metrics of students, which means other factors account 
for two-thirds. Many things are included in those “other factors” – most importantly, the way in 
which students themselves study for the exam. But another highly important factor is how their 
law school prepares them (during the three years of the J.D. program) for that final two months 
of dedicated bar study under the tutelage of a commercial bar exam prep course.  
As if to underscore the fact that entering student metrics are not the entire story, several 
California law schools with entering metrics lower than or similar to those of UC Hastings did 
markedly better than Hastings in the July 2016 administration of the California bar. After intense 
scrutiny of the Goggin analyses and research into the pedagogical practices of schools “punching 
above their weight” – that is, performing better on the bar examination than their entering student 
metrics would predict – we have determined that there are two main factors why Hastings has 
underperformed.27 They are (1) Hastings students are taking too few bar courses for a grade; and 
(2) instructors in bar courses are giving insufficient, and insufficiently explicit, instruction on the 
methodology of legal analysis. (The “methodology of legal analysis” is the application of general 
legal rules to particular fact situations, which includes “spotting” the relevant issues, correctly 
26 Responding to the remonstrance of collective deans of all the California law schools save one, the Chief Justice of
the California Supreme Court recently urged the Committee to consider whether there are sufficient justifications for 
keeping the California cut score at 144. 
27 That is not to say other factors are irrelevant. The quality of “academic support” programs (that is, programs 
dedicated to students with lower levels of law school exam performance) surely plays some part in bar passage. We 
have responded to this with the creation of a “Critical Studies” curriculum for upper-division students, which is 
dedicated exclusively to teaching the methodology of bar passage. Another relevant factor is whether students are 
taking a commercial bar preparation course during the months immediately prior to sitting for the exam. We have 
determined that all Hastings exam-takers are enrolled in such a course, although there is a small percentage of them 
who do not keep up with the course. We are seeking to find out why they do not keep up. 
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stating the applicable rules, and explaining how and why the interaction of the rules to the facts 
preordains or at least suggests certain outcomes). 
 
Packed within (1) are two different concepts. First, over the last few years, the average total of 
upper-division bar courses taken for a grade by Hastings students dropped about 20%, from five 
to four. Thus the first concept consists of the sufficiency of the simple numerical total of bar 
courses taken. The second concept is signified by the qualifier, “taken for a grade.”  In the last 
five years, the faculty authorized upper-division students to take as many as two courses on a 
“Credit/No Credit” basis. The move was made to encourage experimentation by students who 
would otherwise be afraid to take a course outside their comfort zone. But the students 
apparently used the option strategically, exercising their option in bar courses where they 
planned to study less (since they only needed the equivalent of a D to receive credit). The 
Goggin analyses showed that – at least insofar as bar passage was concerned – taking a course on 
a Credit/No Credit basis was the equivalent of not taking the course at all.  
 
The simple remedy for this problem was to abolish the Credit/No Credit option, which the 
faculty will do at its May meeting. The more complex issue was whether to require students to 
take certain upper-division bar courses. At its February 24, 2017, meeting, the faculty voted to 
require four bar courses outside of those required in the first year:  Constitutional Law I and II, 
Criminal Procedure, and Evidence.  
 
The most complicated issue concerns the modalities of classroom instruction, at least in bar 
courses. Specifically, the question is whether to teach the methodology of legal analysis more 
broadly and explicitly, as opposed to simply demonstrating analysis for the students and relying 
on them to deduce the methodology from those demonstrations. The research of Associate Dean 
for Academic and Professional Success (ADAPS) Morris Ratner and Professor Stefano Moscato 
(a long-time academic support lecturer at several law schools) uncovered the fact that many other 
schools no longer rely exclusively on academic support specialists to impart the explicit 
methodology of applying general rules to particular fact situations. There are two subparts to this 
insight:  First, the process of how to apply general norms to specific contexts needs to be done 
pervasively and iteratively by all instructors, not just “specialists.”  In other words, such 
instruction must be brought into the mainstream of legal education and not consigned to the 
margins. Second, such instruction about the methodology of legal analysis must be situated in the 
context of subject matter instruction. Students do not pick up on the methodology when imparted 
to them in the abstract; they get a much richer understanding when they learn it in the specific 
context of the subject matter (e.g., Torts, or Criminal Law, or Property). 
 
We are now in the process of building explicit legal analysis methodology into our classroom 
teaching (as opposed to just specialized “academic support” classes). We have done this in three 
ways. First, by instituting the Sack Teaching Fellows program, which provides a subset of 1L 
instructors with teaching assistants to help them review a number of written assignments 
throughout the semester emphasizing legal analysis skills. Although the instructors maintain 
ultimate review responsibility, the students meet with their teaching assistants for 20-30 minutes 
of one-on-one discussion of their assignments. Second, we have created low-enrollment upper-
division “hybrid” courses that teach legal analysis explicitly in the context of courses that 
otherwise would teach only the substantive rules in that area of law. Third, we have educated the 
39 
faculty generally that this type of instruction is necessary, given the current wave of students. In 
other words, we are encouraging the faculty voluntarily to adopt such explicit legal analysis into 
their doctrinal instruction. We have good reason to think such voluntary action will be 
forthcoming based on the enthusiasm with which our message has been met. 
One other observation should be made. In the past, the Academic Dean’s office never made any 
attempt to ensure that bar course instructors were covering all the material regularly tested on the 
California Bar Exam. Although we believe it would be inappropriately intrusive to “check up” 
on instructors in this regard, the administration has now begun to require that instructors in bar 
subject areas meet. 
 Summer 2017 Follow-Up V.
A. Overview 
The faculty Educational Effectiveness Committee (EEC) was tasked with conducting the JD 
Program Review in Fall 2016. Necessarily, the materials upon which they relied were from 
before 2016-17. In May 2017, Deanell Tacha, outgoing Dean of Pepperdine University School of 
Law, visited UC Hastings to conduct an External Program Review of the JD program. In 
response to that review, the outgoing Academic Dean Evan Lee, the Incoming Academic Dean 
Morris Ratner, and the Director of Accreditation and Assessment Andrea Bing each reviewed 
this Program Review in light of Dean Tacha’s report. In doing so, it was noted that many 
substantial and positive changes had been made in 2016-17 and others are being implemented in 
2017-18. It was decided not to backtrack through this Program Review Report to change 
outdated references, but instead to use this section as a supplement to update any information 
that has changed. This section will also be used to clarify or expand upon subjects where Dean 
Tacha’s report suggested such discussion.  
B. Administrative Changes 
The initial drafting of this Program Review Report was done in AY 2016-17 by the-then Chair of 
the EEC, Professor Mark Aaronson. During that period, the Acting Provost and Academic Dean 
was Evan Lee and the Associate Dean for Academic and Professional Success (ADAPS) was 
Morris Ratner. (An interim Academic Dean was made necessary by the departure of previous 
Provost and Academic Dean Elizabeth L. Hillman, who left to become President of Mills 
College.)  At the end of July 2017, Evan Lee's interim term ended and he retreated to the faculty.  
Lee was replaced as Academic Dean by Morris Ratner.28  Ratner in turn was replaced as ADAPS 
by Stefano Moscato.  
28 At the conclusion of Evan Lee's interim term, it was decided to drop the title of "Provost" from the Academic
Dean position. Before 2013, the position had simply been called "Academic Dean." The title "Provost" was added in 
2013 for purely cosmetic reasons but has since sowed confusion at other academic institutions, as UC Hastings lacks 
multiple colleges or schools. 
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C. Bar	training	
Based on the regression analyses provided by Dr. Stephen Goggin, Academic Dean Ratner has 
identified four major causes of bar passage decline: (1) declining metrics (at admission and at 
time of sitting for the bar, the latter being lower than the former because of high-performing 
first-year students transferring to other law schools), (2) a decline in the number of classes being 
taken by upper division students; (3) an even steeper decline in the number of upper-division bar 
classes taken for a grade (rather than Credit/No Credit); and (4) the pedagogical ineffectiveness 
of the Critical Studies class (as it existed as of 2015) and the Legal Analysis class -- Hastings' 
two principal bar interventions, both of which had been aimed exclusively at the bottom quartile 
of the class. Through assessment, we have since learned that our bar interventions were aimed at 
the wrong group. The fourth quartile proved relatively insensitive to any intervention. 
Meanwhile, the second and third quartiles were for the first time in recent Hastings history 
becoming at risk for failing the bar exam. We have responded to these revelations by extending 
bar skills training across the curriculum, and therefore across the student body. This critical 
move was grounded in rigorous data analysis and has guided all our reforms since.  
Of course, assessment and resulting data are only useful if they actually inform the teaching and 
learning process. In the case of the bar passage studies, the data has proved to be incredibly 
informative and transformative for the institution. At its February 2017 regular meeting, the UC 
Hastings faculty adopted four key resolutions to combat the decline in bar passage rates: 
(1) "Faculty teaching first year classes will teach legal analysis explicitly 
and ensure that students are provided individualized feedback on their 
legal analysis;" 
(2) "Professors teaching a subject tested on the bar shall coordinate and 
propose a list of topics that must be covered as part of teaching the course, 
regardless of who the instructor is, in an effort to teach topics routinely 
covered on the bar exam;" 
(3) "All MBE-tested courses’ final examinations shall contain a substantial 
proportion of essay and MBE-type multiple-choice questions;" and 
(4) "Faculty teaching subjects tested on the bar exam, as listed above, shall 
assess the students using an exam that is at least in part closed book." 
Each of these resolutions represents a key response to data culled for the purpose of 
understanding bar passage outcomes. The data showed that the decline in bar outcomes was 
strongly correlated with a significant decline in the number of bar-subject classes that upper-
division students took for a grade. This strongly supports the common-sense intuition that 
success on the bar, for most students, correlates to them being exposed to both the legal rules 
tested on the bar examination and to the methods of bar testing.   
Thus, in addition to students taking bar subjects, the curriculum of those classes needs to include 
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the subset of rules in those subject areas that the bar customarily tests. Moreover, the assessment 
methods in those classes need to track the assessment methods on the bar exam, which include 
the multiple choice questions of the Multistate Bar Examination (MBE) portion of the California 
bar examination. Nor are MBE questions generic multiple-choice questions; they follow a strict 
pattern. Finally, the California bar examination is entirely closed book, closed note. 
By passing these four resolutions, the Hastings faculty has systematically responded to each of 
these needs, as identified by our careful assessment of Hastings bar outcomes. Resolution (1) 
alludes to the methodologial crux of legal reasoning, i.e., the application of general rules to 
particularized fact situations.  Whereas in the past many or most Hastings students could deduce 
this method from instructors simply modeling it in day-to-day lectures, this is no longer true. 
Whether the reason for this change stems from students being taught differently in high school 
and college, or whether it stems from technology having reduced the need for children and teens 
to deduce things for themselves, the change is real. By teaching the methodology of legal 
analysis explicitly in all first-year classes, Hastings will no longer assume that students will learn 
this method solely from examples given in the course of doctrinal teaching, and it will no longer 
delegate explicit instruction on method to special classes. 
In the past, Hastings bar-subject professors were left to research which rules in their areas were 
regularly tested on the bar.  Any coordination among faculty in the same bar subject was 
voluntary and on their own initiative.  Some bar-subject professors were not highly 
knowledgeable about which rules the California Bar Examination repeatedly tested in their areas. 
Resolution (2) makes sure that faculty in each bar subject coordinate among themselves to 
include such rules in their curricula. 
That multiple-choice questions call for a certain approach is evidenced by the proliferation of 
commercial standardized test prep courses. By the time they reach law school, many students 
have taken such prep courses, in which they learn how to attack SAT-style multiple-choice 
questions. But MBE questions are structured differently from SAT-style questions and may call 
for a subtly different approach. Pursuant to Resolution (3), Hastings faculty have now dedicated 
themselves to learning the distinctive MBE style of multiple-choice question, and to use this on 
their exams. (Chancellor and Dean Emerita Mary Kay Kane writes MBE questions in Civil 
Procedure and has been leading faculty tutorials on how to write such questions.) 
The California Bar Examination is entirely closed-book, closed-note. Resolution (4) responds to 
the common-sense intuition that students need to practice taking closed-book exams in 
preparation for the bar. Until recently, many bar-subject exams at Hastings were entirely open-
book, open-note. A significant number of Hastings students were graduating without having 
taken any closed-book exams in law school. From this point on, every bar-subject exam at 
Hastings will contain at least a closed-book portion. 
D. 1L Legal Analysis Modules (Previously "Sack Teaching Fellows") 
When the Program Review was initially written, the EEC was enthusiastic to report on the Sack 
Teaching Fellow program. Initially, the program involved a commitment by a handful of 
volunteer faculty to providing explicit instruction in legal analysis and formative assessment 
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involving indidivual feedback. In year one, there were enough volunteer professors, aided by 
high performing prior-year students called "Sack Teaching Fellows," to offer this innovation in 
two of the four 1L sections in the fall semester. In year two, the program was implemented in all 
four of the 1L sections.  
 
The overwhelming success of the Sack Teaching Fellow program led to the administration 
recommending, and the faculty approving, a more institutionalized program now known as "1L 
Legal Analysis Modules." In a relatively short period of time, the Sack Teaching Fellow program 
was quickly scaled up and subsumed within the new 1L modules, which are being rolled out in 
2017-1829.  
 
The 1L legal analysis modules provide one credit hour of academic skills instruction embedded 
in a 1L doctrinal course in the fall and spring terms. This goes well beyond the simple formative 
assessment envisioned by the original Sack Teaching Fellow program. The modules are now 
staffed by 8 full-time faculty members who have committed to teach a full additional unit 
embedded in their 1L doctrinal courses. This commitment allows the school to offer, for the first 
time ever, a full unit of skills instruction in the context of 1L doctrinal classes. Instead of 
focusing only on legal anlaysis, the program includes instruction in reading case law, briefing 
cases, extracting rules, course and exam outlining, and exam writing, provided via active 
learning and exercises involving frequent formative assessment from peers, Sack Teaching 
Fellows, and podium professors. Students have given the first two iterations of the program 
extremely positive reviews. Assessment data show improved outcomes: the subsequent academic 
performance of students who had been in “Sack” classes was higher (at a statistically significant 
level) than students who were not in “Sack” classes. 
 
E. ADAPS Updates 
 
Since Morris Ratner’s transition from ADAPS to Academic Dean, the ADAPS department has 
been reorganized. Legal Writing and Research and Moot Court now report directly to the 
Academic Dean rather than to ADAPS. Of course, because ADAPS also reports to the Academic 
Dean, LWR, Moot Court, and ADAPS will remain in conversation, e.g., via the Ad Hoc 1L 
Writing Committee. Relatedly, Hastings has just hired its first Writing Lecturer, Erin Clarke. As 
faculty, she reports to the Academic Dean. 
 
F. Additional Assessments 
 
After her visit, Dean Tacha expressed her surprise that there was so much faculty engagement in 
assessment -- more than she had been led to believe by the documentation supplied to her. Her 
conversations with faculty led her to conclude that assessment had become deeply ingrained in 
the culture of the institution. She urged the school to report on some of the smaller ongoing 
assessment efforts, which this section does.  
 
                                                
29 See Attachment June Faculty Memo, item II discusses individualized feedback in 1L doctrinal subjects. 
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1. Formative	Assessment
In her report, Dean Tacha stated that an “important aspect of supporting students academically is 
providing early and frequent feedback on performance. . . . UC Hastings has adopted a new 
policy of requiring some mid-semester assessment and feedback to students. Any efforts in this 
respect respond directly to the need for early and meaningful assessment early in the law school 
career. These efforts should be described in the report.” 
One of the resolutions adopted by the faculty in February was that the “Faculty teaching first 
year classes will teach legal analysis explicitly and ensure that students are provided 
individualized feedback on their legal analysis.” The resolution requires individualized feedback 
by either the professor or a teaching assistant trained and closely monitored by the professor. The 
primary goal of the resolution is the provision of meaningful formative assessment in addition to 
summative assessment. The faculty resource page on Canvas has sample exercises and rubrics 
for faculty to use. The page also contains video of a colloquium led by David Takacs and Laurie 
Zimet. Additionally, faculty can always use the assessment and learning outcomes resources 
maintained on the UC Hastings website.  
In order to encourage and support formative assessment, the school offers faculty $300 (and 
often more) to hire teaching assistants for large doctrinal classes. The assistants must be closely 
supervised and given feedback via a written rubric.  
2. Writing
The writing rubric (along with the oral communication rubric described above) have been posted 
on the Faculty Resource Page on our learning platform, Canvas, and all professors supervising 
independent writing assignments now use the writing rubric or iterations of it to be issued each 
year by the Academic Dean after consulting with faculty. The next step will be to begin 
calibration trainings in order to ensure that faculty are assessing students similarly. Once this 
takes place, we can use this data for program assessment.  
Advanced Legal Writing: Writing for Practice, which was taught by LWR instructors to upper-
division students in the Spring 2017 term, will be taught again in both the fall and spring of the 
2017-18 Academic Year. 
3. Educational Effectiveness Committee
Dean Tacha stated in her report that “UC Hastings benefits enormously from the contributions of 
the Educational Effectiveness Committee (EEC) as an ad hoc committee of the law school.” She 
went on to state that she was “impressed with the level of commitment of the faculty members 
who have served on the EEC.”  
Academic Dean Morris Ratner has requested that the Faculty Executive Committee (FEC) 
consider proposing to the full faculty that the ad hoc Educational Effectiveness Committee be 
converted into a standing committee. In response to his request, the FEC responded, “We support 
making the Educational Effectiveness committee a standing committee, because of the value to 
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our students of reviewing what/how our students are actually learning.… [W]e see more than 
enough ongoing, important program assessment to justify a permanent committee …[.]” 
The importance of the EEC to ongoing program review at Hastings can hardly be overstated. 
What began as a very limited need to have faculty committee support the application for initial 
accreditation with WSCUC has become an institutionalized process for assessing the 
effectiveness of adjunct teachers and faculty more generally. The Academic Dean carefully 
considers the EEC reviews of adjunct professors; these reviews (along with student evaluations) 
play a critical role in renewal or non-renewal decisions. Although the administration regards it 
inappropriate to place reviewers in the classes of tenured professors (as a precaution to avoid any 
creeping encroachment on academic freedom), the EEC's role has fostered a richer dialogue and 
culture of systematic assessement throughout the faculty generally. 
4. Syllabi
Dean Tacha stated in her report that “not all faculty members have adopted the syllabus template 
for all courses.” She went on to add that the “template provided is quite adequate and helpful.” It 
should be noted that Dean Tacha did not have time to do a full inspection of faculty syllabi, so 
her assessment that not all faculty had adopted it was anectdotal. It is true that not 100% of the 
course syllabi contain all requirements (see Faculty Syllabus Checklist), which include student 
learning outcomes and assessment methods. However, as of this update, for the fall 2017 regular 
faculty courses, 85-90% of full-time faculty had written student learning outcomes for their 
courses. The remainder are being urged to do so before classes begin. The adjunct faculty syllabi 
have not yet been assessed, but they were also asked to comply with the same requirements.  
5. Research Skills
During AY 2016-17, in addition to working on JD Program Review, the Educational 
Effectiveness Committee focused on assessing the teaching of research skills to JD students. The 
EEC worked with the librarians to create a comprehensive research rubric that could be used to 
assess research skills actually obtained during the 1L year. Although it is understood that 
programmatic assessment is supposed to be “at or near graduation,” the committee determined 
that it is critical for students to have a solid grasp of research skills following their first year, in 
order to obtain and succeed in summer jobs.  Thus, an essential first step is to assess 1L research 
skills before moving on to assess the level of research proficiency at or near graduation. 
To that end, it was determined that the Associate Dean for Library and Technology and the 
Deputy Library Director would work together with the Director and Associate Director of Legal 
Writing and Research to implement an online research skills module beginning Fall 2017. They 
will develop the module building on the attached draft documents. Assessment will be conducted 
using the research rubric. The Library and the Legal Writing and Research Department plan to 
run this module in Fall 2017 and report the results back to the EEC for review. According to the 
EEC’s charge, the committee may also choose to pursue additional research assessment 
endeavors for the academic year.  
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6. Hybrid Classes
The “hybrid” upper-division classes – those aimed at dispensing doctrinal learning and explicit 
application of that doctrine to hypothetical fact patterns as might appear on the bar exam – have 
now been offered to students twice and will be offered four times this year. Last year, students 
were able to take Civil Procedure II: Law and Process and Remedies: Doctrine and Practice. This 
fall, students can take Constitutional Law II: Law and Process and Applied Wills and Trusts: 
Law and Process.  
7. Co-Curricular	Academic	Support	Programming
In AY 2016-17, Hastings took a major step forward toward treating students as whole emerging 
professionals by adopting a highly co-curricular approach to grooming 1Ls. The Career Services 
and Student Services departments have teamed up with 1L faculty and alumni to offer Inns of 
Court colloquia. These interactive presentations emphasize professional identity formation, such 
as how to interview, how to work towards self-discovery of one's chosen career path, how to deal 
with ethical dilemmas in the workplace, how to maintain healthy relationships with other 
professionals in the workplace, including supervisors, and how to maintain healthy work-life 
balance. Student Services and Career Services counselors, as well as alumni volunteers from all 
different walks of practice, conducted dialogues with 1Ls regarding these subjects. Some of the 
dialogues took place with entire Inns, while many others took place in breakout sessions. 
Although faculty and student attendance was voluntary, a large number of both faculty and 
students took part. 
Many students have obtained long-term mentors from this program. The mentors include all the 
presenters from Student Services and Career Services, as well as the 1L faculty who teach the 
students on a daily basis, and alums from different practice areas. Many students use these 
mentors to give them feedback on draft cover letters and resumes. They also use these mentors as 
sounding boards for ideas about the plausibility of career paths they are considering, and to deal 
with difficult choices about jobs, the possibility of further schooling, and the benefits and 
burdens of geographical relocation. In this way, faculty, staff, and alumni all conduct informal 
one-on-one formative assessment of student professional growth. 
One of the greatest benefits of the Inns of Court program has been to help break down the 
somewhat artificial walls between doctrinal learning ("academics") and the development of other 
skills essential to professional success. Students have begun to realize that all of these skills are 
interrelated and indispensable. Hastings has benefitted at the programmatic level, too, as 
collaboration between and among staff from different departments and faculty from different 
subject matter areas has led to cross-fertilization. The administration believes that Hastings has 
only scratched the surface of such collaboration. The basic insight of regarding students, staff, 
and faculty as whole professionals -- in addition to respecting their expertise in specializations -- 
is a powerful one that will be increasingly explored in the next several years. Teachers should be 
providing counseling where appropriate, just as counselors should be teaching where 
appropriate. Students should see everything they learn as part of an integral whole, rather than as 
isolated and comparmentalized lessons with purely discrete application. 
46 
ConclusionVI.
UC Hastings’ commitment to program assessment has facilitated dramatic and targeted shifts in 
our academic program in the past year, described above. Assessment and reform have been 
driven by top-down attention at the highest levels of the College’s administration and have been 
the focus of extended faculty- and College-wide discussion, via the Educational Effectiveness 
Committee, ad hoc faculty committees, faculty retreats and meetings, and informal discussions. 
In short, we are continuing to foster a culture of assessment and innovation, one that has 
informed and will continue to inform our programming across degree programs.   
The recent intensity of our commitment to assessment and innovation has been fueled in part by 
challenges with regards to one key outcome, i.e., bar passage. But that experience has had and is 
continuing to have a profound effect on our academic culture. The faculty as a whole is engaged 
in regular reflection on the connections among our values and strategic objectives, our program 
learning outcomes, and the way in which we develop our students’ skills in curricular and co-
curricular settings.  
Ambitions with regards to bar outcomes will continue to figure promimently in the coming year. 
At the same time, we are also widening the lens of our assessment and reform efforts to focus 
more squarely on non-JD programs and on the connections between co-curricular programming 













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Agenda Item: 5.1.7 
Board of Directors 





REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:   Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   Bar Support 
 
 




This report will review initiatives to bolster bar support services and resources available to all 
students and recent graduates. 
 
Attachments: 
 Introduction Memo 









AD Report – Adjunct Faculty Diversity 1 
5.7 Bar Support 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
Attached please find a memorandum from Academic and Professional Success (“APS”) 
Lecturer Margaret Greer regarding bar passage support being provided to our current students as 
well as to those May 2017 graduates who may learn on November 17 that they did not pass the 
bar. APS Lecturer Greer is a faculty member who, in collaboration with Assistant Dean for 
Academic and Professional Success Stefano Moscato, supports bar success initiatives across the 
College.  
As the attached report indicates, one significant innovation this 2017-18 academic year is 
that we are offering an expanded version of “Critical Studies II: MBE,” taught by Kaplan Bar 
Review, for two credits, in the fall and spring terms. This is especially important to our students’ 
success because the new version of this course is both a substantive review of the MBE-tested 
subjects and an MBE test-taking skills course. This intervention responds to positive feedback 
from students last year to the one-unit version of this course and to the fact that as of the July 2017 
administration the MBE and written portions of the bar exam are weighted equally at 50 percent 
each.  
Another major innovation this year is the expansion of our 1:1 bar essay tutoring program 
through which graduates can receive individualized feedback on their practice essay exams.  
These initiatives and others described in the attached report build on last year’s efforts to 
scale up bar support services and resources available to all students and recent graduates.  
1 
MEMORANDUM 
To: Stefano Moscato, Assistant Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
CC:  Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
From:  Margaret Greer, Academic and Professional Success Lecturer 
Date:  October 19, 2017 
Re:  Bar Support Programs for 2017-2018 
Below is an overview of the bar exam prep programs and resources that the A.D.A.P.S. bar 
passage support program will offer students and graduates during the 2017-2018 academic year, 
winter bar review, and summer bar review. 
I. Bar Support Events, Programs, and Courses 
A. Bar Sweeps Week 
Bar Sweeps Week provides students with the opportunity to research the different bar course 
options and to learn about the bar exam. Barbri, Kaplan, and Themis table on the Beach from 10 
a.m. – 3 p.m., Monday through Thursday. Fall Bar Sweeps Week took place on October 16th – 
19th. The following events took place during Fall Bar Sweeps Week.  
• 10/16: “Inside Info from the CA State Bar” 12-1 p.m. in the ARC
Gayle E. Murphy, the Senior Director of Admissions for the State Bar of California, presented a 
complete overview of what students must to do to become a member of the State Bar. She 
covered the moral character application, how bar examiners select questions for the bar exam, 
and how they grade the bar exam. After the presentation, Gayle Murphy provided 1:1 moral 
character advising. 93 students attended the event. Last fal,l a similar event was held during Bar 
Sweeps Week. 80 students attended last year’s event.  
• 10/17: “Bar Company Q & A Session” 12-1 p.m. in Room A
Barbri, Kaplan, and Themis representatives answered questions about their companies’ bar 
review courses. Representatives provided information on prices, discounts, course components, 
pass rates, and essay feedback and answered students’ questions. 25 students attended the event. 
Last spring, 5 students attended the bar company informational session event. 
• 10/19: ADAPS & KALSA present the “Fall Bar Prep Panel: An Intro to UC Hastings’
Bar Passage Support Program” 12-1 p.m. in Room A
The panelists provided information on the spring Critical Studies and Law and Process courses, 
bar prep resources for December 2017 grads, spring bar workshops, the summer B.E.S.T. Tutor 
program, and what students can do to prepare for the bar exam. Panelists included, Chris Fromm 






recent alumni who passed the bar.  35 students attended the event.  Last fall, a comparable Bar 
Sweeps Week event was attended by 15 students.  
Spring Bar Sweeps Week will take place on February 26th – March 1st. A year specific 
presentation will be hosted each day of the Spring Bar Sweeps Week. The presentations will 
focus on what 1L, 2L, and 3L students should be doing to prepare for the bar exam. 
B. Academic and Bar Expo 
On September 13, 2017, the A.D.A.P.S. department and Student Services partnered to host the 
Academic and Bar Expo. Open to all 2Ls, 3Ls, and LLMs, the Expo provided students an 
opportunity to learn about the MPRE, admission requirements, the bar exam, the College’s bar 
prep resources and courses, accommodations on the bar, financial aid for the bar exam, and the 
College’s clinical and experiential opportunities. During the event, Mike Stonebreaker provided 
graduation checklists (“grad checks”). Students reported, after the event, that they would like 
more opportunities for grad checks.  250 students attended the event and 187 students 
participated in the raffle. 
C. Course Advising 
Statistical analyses conducted by the College suggest that for many students, there is an increase 
in the probability of bar passage for each additional upper division bar subject class. Before 
students sign up for spring courses (November 7-14), I will make brief announcements in the bar 
subject courses and will remind students that they should consider taking bar subject courses 
while they are students. In the spring semester, before rising 2Ls sign up for Fall 2018 courses, I 
will make an announcement to each Inn about the importance of taking bar subject courses. Brief 
presentations regarding bar subject courses should also be made in the Moot Court sections
during the spring semester.  
D. Critical Studies Courses 
During the spring semester, one section of Critical Studies I, one section of Critical Studies II, 
and one section of Critical Studies III will be offered. Before spring registration, I will send 
messages to 3Ls and LLMs regarding the courses and information on how they can review the 
syllabi for the courses before enrolling. I can include information on the courses when making 
announcements in the bar subject courses.  
II. Resources for May 2018 Graduates
A. Spring Bar Skills Workshops
A.D.A.P.S. will host a series of bar skills workshops that are designed to help 3Ls and LLMs 
prepare for the bar exam. The plan is to host the workshops during the week and to provide both 
a substantive review of the bar tested subjects and to cover the skills tested on the bar exam. In 
order to create a workshop series that fits with students’ schedules and needs, I will send 3Ls and 
LLMs a survey that will allow them to share their input. The following survey will be sent to 
3 
students on October 23rd  and we will leave it open until November 21, 2017: 
https://uchastings.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6EThFDVHXqjK3Ah 
The complete bar skills workshop series will be announced at the start of the spring semester. 
B. B.E.S.T. Summer Tutor Program 
May 2018 graduates who participate in the B.E.S.T. Summer Tutor Program will be able to 
submit at least 10 exam essay answers for review and feedback. Graduates will be able to use the
questions provided by their bar review companies so long as they include the bar exam year for 
the question. The answers will be submitted by email and graduates will be guaranteed feedback 
and a grade on the answer within 48 business hours. The graduates will also have the opportunity 
to schedule a follow up meeting with the graders if they have questions. I will begin reaching out 
to B.E.S.T. tutors during the first week of December. I am in the process of writing sample 
rubrics for the questions that the bar review courses use. Tutors may use the rubrics when 
grading the questions. Sign up information for the program will be announced during Spring Bar 
Sweeps Week. We will also use the Exit Survey to advertise the program.  
C. B.E.S.T. Group Sessions 
The B.E.S.T. Group Sessions will take place on campus during bar review and will be course 
specific. After each bar review course finishes a MBE tested subject, graduates using the course 
will have the opportunity to attend a B.E.S.T Group Session where they will answer an essay that 
tests the subject under timed conditions. They will be able to submit the answer for review and 
feedback. Graduates will have the option of staying for a group debrief. Lunch will be served 
during the sessions. 
D. Alumni Bar Passage Mentor Program
Graduates who participate in the program will be matched with alumni mentors. The alumni 
provide the graduates with support as they are studying for the bar exam. The graduates and 
alumni determine how interactive the mentoring will be. Some graduates and alumni exchange 
emails and phone calls, some meet for coffee or lunch, and some alumni even offer to read 
graduates’ essay answers. I will coordinate with John McCoy in the Alumni Office before 
reaching out to alumni. Sign up information for the program will be announced during Spring 
Bar Sweeps Week. Alumni mentors will be provided with a mentoring guide.
E. Faculty Bar Passage Mentor Program
May 2018 graduates who sign up for the Faculty Bar Passage Mentor Program will have two 
groups of faculty mentors that they can reach out to for support during bar review. One group of 
mentors will be available for graduates to contact if they have substantive questions. We will 
also inform graduates which of these mentors are willing to read essays and provide feedback. 
The second group of mentors will offer graduates emotional support. These mentors will also be 
reaching out to graduates during bar review with encouraging emails and messages.  Sign up 
information for the program will be announced during Spring Bar Sweeps Week.  
4 
F. Monitoring Bar Review Course Completion 
In the spring semester, the A.D.A.P.S. department will begin emphasizing the importance of 
keeping on pace with the bar review course company schedule. Prior to the start of bar review, I 
will notify students that the College has access to the course completion data and that the College 
uses that information to reach out to graduates who fall behind during bar review. We will make 
it clear to students that they can opt out of the program.  
G. Discount Codes
Before bar review begins, we will remind graduates that the College has discount codes for 
BarEssays.com and for Adaptibar. I will also reach out to Critical Pass and try to obtain a 
discount code.  
H. Student Services Bar Coffee Wednesdays 
Every Wednesday of bar review, graduates can stop by Student Services for coffee, donuts, and 
snacks. The A.D.A.P.S. department supplemented the donuts and coffee with snacks. I will 
attend the sessions and be available to provide informal or drop in advising.  
I. Social Events 
Last summer, we hosted a bar study pizza social that was received well by graduates. We should 
plan to host at least one social during summer 2018 bar review. The event provides graduates 
with an opportunity to relax, to catch up with friends, and to ask questions.  
J. 1:1 Advising – Margaret Greer, APS Lecturer
I will be available throughout bar review to provide 1:1 bar advising. 
III. Resources for December 2017 Graduates
The following survey will be sent to December 2017 graduates on October 23rd: 
https://uchastings.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_bkLrbsL6RxA17FP 
The survey will be used to gauge interest in the bar support resources that will be made available 
to December 2017 graduates. 
A. Alumni Bar Passage Mentor Program 
Graduates who participate in the program will be matched with alumni mentors. I will coordinate 
with John McCoy in the Alumni Office before reaching out to alumni. December 2017 graduates 
will be matched with alumni by the week of November 27th.  Alumni mentors will be provided 
with a mentoring guide.  
B. Faculty Bar Passage Mentor Program 
5 
December 2017 graduates who participate in the the Faculty Bar Passage Mentor Program will 
have two groups of faculty mentors that they can reach out to for support during bar review. One 
group of mentors will be available if graduates have substantive questions. We will also inform 
graduates which of these mentors are willing to read essays and provide feedback. The second 
group of mentors will offer graduates moral and emotional support. These mentors will also be 
reaching out to graduates during bar review with encouraging emails and messages.  
I will reach out to faculty during the week of November 20th. By then, we will have an idea of 
how many December 2017 graduates would like to participate in the program. The mentors will 
be provided with a mentoring guide. 
C. B.E.S.T. Tutor Program 
December 2017 graduates will have the option of submitting at least10 bar exam essay answers 
for review and feedback. Graduates will be able to use the questions provided by their bar review 
companies so long as they include the bar exam year for the question. The answers will be 
submitted by email and graduates will be guaranteed feedback and a grade on the answer within 
48 business hours. The graduates will also have the opportunity to schedule a follow up meeting 
with the grader if they have questions. I will be responsible for grading the answers. We also 
have a B.E.S.T. tutor, Ann Hasse, who has volunteered to help graduates prepare for the bar 
exam. If needed, Ann can help with reading the answers. 
D. Discount Codes 
Before bar review begins, we will remind graduates that the College has discount codes for 
BarEssays.com and for Adaptibar. I will also reach out to Critical Pass and try to obtain a 
discount code.  
E. 1:1 Advising – Margaret Greer, APS Lecturer 
I will be available throughout bar review to provide 1:1 bar advising. 
IV. Resources for May 2017 Graduates Taking the February 2018 Bar Exam
Before the results of the July 2017 bar exam are released, an email should be sent to May 2017 
graduates. The email should let graduates know that the College is thinking of them and wishing 
them the best. It is unclear if we will receive pass list information for July 2017 bar exam takers. 
If we do not receive a pass list, we can use the Alumni Centers swearing in ceremony RSVP 
list, information reported to faculty and staff, and the State Bars attorney list to collect pass 
information. An email that lists the support resources for May 2017 grads should be sent on the 
Monday after results are released to all graduates. In that email, we can include a survey that 
allows graduates to indicate if they would like to receive future emails regarding bar support 
resources. The responses would provide us with information on the graduates who did not pass. 
We should also coordinate with Student Services and the Career Development Office before 
messaging graduates.   
6 
The resources that will provided to May 2017 graduates are listed below. 
A. Alumni Bar Passage Mentor Program 
Graduates who participate in the program will be matched with alumni mentors. The alumni 
provide the graduates with moral support as they are studying for the bar exam. I will coordinate 
with John McCoy in the Alumni Office when reaching out to alumni. I will reach out to alumni 
starting the week of November 20th. Alumni will be provided with a mentoring guide.  
B. Faculty Bar Passage Mentor Program 
Graduates who sign up for the Faculty Bar Passage Mentor Program will have two groups of 
faculty mentors that they can reach out to for support during bar review. One group of mentors 
will be available for graduates to contact at any point during bar review if they have substantive 
questions. The second group of mentors will be there to offer graduates emotional support. The 
mentors will be provided with a mentoring guide.
C. B.E.S.T. Tutor Program 
Graduates will have the option of submitting at least 5 bar exam essay answers for review and 
feedback. Graduates will be able to use the questions provided by their bar review companies so 
long as they include the bar exam year for the question. The answers will be submitted by email 
and graduates will be guaranteed feedback and a grade on the answer within 48 business hours. 
The graduates will also have the opportunity to schedule a follow up meeting with the grader if 
they have questions. I will be responsible for grading the answers. We also have a B.E.S.T. tutor, 
Ann Hasse, who has volunteered to help graduates prepare for the bar exam. If needed, Ann can 
help with reading the answers. 
D. Discount Codes 
Before bar review begins, we will remind graduates that the College has discount codes for 
BarEssays.com and for Adaptibar. I will also reach out to Critical Pass and try to obtain a 
discount code.  
E. 1:1 Advising – Margaret Greer, APS Lecturer 
I will be available throughout bar review to provide 1:1 bar advising. 
V. Online Resources 
Current students and graduates, who have a UC Hastings username and password, are able to 
access the Prior Bar Lectures and Workshops Canvas page. The page contains recordings of 
bar subject refresher lectures and prior bar prep workshops and events. Students and graduates 
may also access the Library’s California Bar Exam database of prior California Bar Exam 
essays and the selected answers, dating back to 1977. The essays are password protected. 
Students and graduates also have access to he Bar Passage Support intranet page and the Bar 
7 
Passage Support Resources	page. Both pages provide up to date information on admissions 
requirements and the College’s bar support programs. The Bar Passage Success Stories and 
Strategies blog offers recent alumni with a forum for sharing their bar prep stories. Many alumni 
bloggers have shared their contact information welcome questions from students.  
Agenda Item: 5.2 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chief Development Officer Eric Dumbleton 
2. SUBJECT: Fundraising Update 
3. REPORT: Written 
Background: 
This report will review fiscal year fundraising totals to date, both raised and received. 
Attachments: 
 FY18 Fundraising Comparison Raised Report
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Agenda Item: 5.2.1 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017




*6. FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT CALENDAR 
The meeting of the Finance Committee was held at UC Hastings in the A. Frank Bray Board 
Room, San Francisco, California, on Thursday, November 9, 2017, at 10:15 a.m.  By 
unanimous vote, the Finance Committee submits the following Consent Calendar.  Anyone 
wishing to pull any item from the Finance Consent Calendar may request the Chair to 
remove the item from the Finance Consent Calendar for discussion.  All items on the Finance 
Consent Calendar shall be approved by the Board of Directors in a single vote. 
Agenda Item: *6.1 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
2. SUBJECT: State Contracts and Grants in Excess of $50,000 
3. REPORT: Written 
4. RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Board of Directors authorize award of the 2017-18 state contracts described in this 
report.  
_____________________ 
Item:    6.1.1
Title:  Custodial Services 
Vendor Name:           Township Building Services, Inc. 
Cost:  $3,040,189 (average of $1,013,396 per year) 
Term of Contract:     Three years 
Description: 
Contract authority is requested to enter into an agreement with Township Building Services, 
Inc. to provide custodial services to UC Hastings on a campus wide basis.   A public bidding 
process was conducted and three firms submitted qualified service proposals: ABM, Able 
and Township Building Services, Inc.  All three firms are signatories to the master agreement 
with Local 87 of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU).   
Bid results are summarized below: 





Agenda Item: *6.1 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
Township Building Services has capped cost growth at 2% per annum.  This means that if 
growth in employee costs driven by collective bargaining exceed 2%, the contractor absorbs 
the expense through a reduction in their profit and overhead.  Able and ABM provided cost 
guarantees only for Year 1 of the agreement. 
Existing custodial employees of the current service provider, ABM, are covered under the 
Displaced Janitor Opportunity Act (California Labor Code Sections 1060-1065) which 
became effective on January 1, 2002.  The law requires contractors that obtain a new contract 
from an awarding authority (i.e., UC Hastings) to provide janitorial or building maintenance 
services at a job site or sites to retain for a 60-day transition period employees who have been 
employed by the former contractor or subcontractor for the preceding four months or longer 
at the site or sites covered by the successor service contract, unless the successor contractor 
or subcontractor has “reasonable and substantiated” cause not to hire an employee based on 
his or her previous performance or conduct.  The successor contractor is required to provide a 
written offer of employment to each employee in the employee's primary language.   
_____________________ 
Item: 6.1.2 
Title:       Learning Management System 
Vendor Name:          Ex Libris 
Cost:       $193,631 
Term of Contract:    Three year 
Description: 
Contract authority is requested to enter into an agreement with Ex Libris for the purchase of a 
new learning management system.  The vendor provides online 24/7 functionality to enable 
access the knowledge and learning tools.  The package is based on the Moodle learning 
management system.  The agreement is for a three year period. 
Year 1: 49,215 
Year 2: 51,676 
Year 3:  54,260 
Implementation: 84,480 
        $193,631 
_____________________ 
Agenda Item: *6.1 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 
That the Board of Directors authorize award of the 2017-18 state contracts listed below: 
*6.1.1    Custodial Services – Township Building Services, Inc. $3,040,189 
*6.1.2    Learning Management System – Ex Libris    $193,631 
Attachments: 
None 
Agenda Item: *6.2 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
2. SUBJECT: Nonstate Contracts and Grants in Excess of $50,000 
3. REPORT: Written 
4. RECOMMENDATIONS:
That that the Board of Directors authorize the 2017-18 nonstate contracts and grants 
described in this report.  
_____________________ 
Item:    6.2.1
Title:  Professional Services 
Vendor Name:           Spotted Dog 
Cost:  $100,000 
Term of Contract:     One year 
Description: 
Contract authority is requested to enter into an agreement with Spotted Dog, a graphic design 




Title:       Professional Services – Real Estate Advisory 
Vendor Name:          Economic Planning Systems 
Cost:       $242,186 
Term of Contract:    Two years 
Description: 
Agenda Item: *6.2 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
Contract authority is requested to enter into an agreement with Economic and Planning 
Systems for professional services in support of the Long Range Campus Plan (LRCP).  The 
results of the Phase I scope of work include a finding that the development of 198 McAllister 
and renovation of 100 McAllister Street for below market rate student and faculty housing 
meets economic feasibility thresholds, which suggests that proceeding with a developer 
Request for Qualifications and Request for Proposals process would be appropriate.  The 
work also resulted in a recommended deal structure between the UC Hastings and a master 
developer, and the terms of UCSF’s guarantee to lease residential units for students and 
faculty on a long-term basis.  UCSF and UC Hastings are sharing the cost of Phase I on a 50-
50% basis. 
The results of the Phase II analysis will be available in December 2017.  This work involved 
an assessment of the feasibility of expanding the scope of the LRCP to include properties 
owned by Local 2 on Golden Gate Avenue.  A joint feasibility study is underway.  Local 2 
and UC Hastings are sharing the cost of Phase I on a 50-50% basis. 
The Phase III scope of work described below incorporates the work necessary to further 
refine space allocations, development costs, financial feasibility, proposed parameters for a 
public-private partnership (PPP) deal structure, and proposed terms for a long-term lease for 
residential units that will be entered into by UC Hastings with the master developer/ground 
lessee.  It will include drafting of RFQ and RFP documents, distribution of these solicitation 
documents to the development community, review and evaluation of developer submittals, 
and negotiation of the terms of a long-term ground lease and other implementing documents 
for the delivery and operation of the campus housing program.  UC Hastings will be 
responsible for 100% of the cost. 
_____________________ 
Item:    6.2.3
Title:  Professional Services – Health and Law Policy 
Grantor:   Laura & John Arnold Foundation 
Grant Award:           $652,911 
Term:     October 2017 – September 2019 
Description: 
The Institute for Innovation Law has secured a grant from the Arnold Foundation.  Four 
projects are funded to, 1) expose formulary pricing behavior across a number of drugs over 
time, 2) demonstrate how pharmaceutical companies are stifling competition and provide 
policy makers with data for reform, 3) provide data and policy recommendations that protect 
Universities conducting drug research sponsored by drug companies and provide them the 
means to effectively advocate for open pricing, 4) Citizen Petition Alerts system that signals  
Agenda Item: *6.2 
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the FDA and other interested parties when Citizen Petitions are frivolous or questionable in 
prohibiting generic drug patent submissions intended to stifle competition. 
_____________________ 
Item: 6.2.4 
Title:       Professional Services – Health and Law Policy 
Grantor:       Grove Foundation 
Award:       $550,000 
Term:   October 2017 to October 2020 
Description: 
The UC Hastings Consortium on Law, Science and Health Policy has received a continuation 
grant to further develop and maintain a website that serves a broad array of stakeholders 
seeking to understand and promote cost control in healthcare. Development and 
dissemination of publications, materials and events that promote in-depth analysis of the 




Title:       Professional Services – Legal Education 
Grantor:       Access Lex Institute 
Award:       $95,000 
Term:   September 2017 to October 2018 
Description: 
The Office of the Chancellor and Dean has received a grant to conduct a feasibility study 
assessing the value and efficacy of developing a post-baccalaureate program that extends the 
functional capacity of the Legal Education Opportunity Program; committed to increasing 
access to top-tier legal education for non-traditional law students and historically 
underrepresented communities to overcome substantial barriers to successfully attaining a 
formal legal education and employment.  
_____________________ 
Agenda Item: *6.2 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 
That the Board of Directors authorize award of the 2017-18 state contracts and grants listed 
below: 
*6.2.1    Professional Services – Graphic Design - Spotted Dog  $100,000 
*6.2.2    Real Estate Advisory Services – Economic Planning Systems  $242,186 
*6.2.3    Grant - Institute for Innovation Law – Arnold Foundation  $652,911 
*6.2.4    Grant – Consortium Law, Science & Health Policy – Grove Fnd.  $550,000 
*6.2.5    Grant - Law Post-Baccalaureate Feasibility Study – Access Lex Institute
   $95,000 
Attachments: 
None 
Agenda Item: *6.3 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
2. SUBJECT: Approval of UC Hastings Seismic Policy 
3. RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Board of Directors approve the attached Seismic Safety Policy. 
Attachments: 
 UC Hastings Seismic Policy -- November 1, 2017 (Distributed separately)
Agenda Item: *6.4 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
2. SUBJECT: Long Range Campus Plan 
3. REPORT: Written 
4. RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Board of Directors approve submittal of the Long Range Campus Plan: Five-Year 
Infrastructure Report 2018-2023 to the Department of Finance. 
BACKGROUND: 
The Long Range Campus Plan will be distributed at the November 2017 meeting of the 
Finance Committee.  
PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 
Resolved that the Board of Directors authorize submittal to the Department of Finance the 
Five Year Infrastructure Plan 2018-2023. 
Attachments: 
 Long Range Campus Plan: Five-Year Infrastructure Report 2018-2023
(Distributed separately)
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REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
2. SUBJECT: Financial Operations Policy & Procedure Manual – 
Reimbursement of Commuting Expenses 
3. RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Board of Directors approves the additions to the Financial Operations Policy and 
Procedures Manual described below. 
4. BACKGROUND:
The Financial Operations Policy and Procedures Manual provides the framework for the 
financial management of the College.  Changes are being proposed to amend the current 
policy that prohibits the reimbursement of commuting expenses for travel between an 
employee’s residence and headquarters.   With this change, reimbursement will be allowed 
under limited circumstances.  Changes are proposed in the following areas: 
Section 11.0 – BUSINESS MEETINGS, ENTERTAINMENT & OTHER EXPENSES 
11.5.5 Reimbursement of Commuting Expenses 
SCOPE OF POLICY – Represented (Subject to Collective Bargaining) and Non-represented 
Employees 
PURPOSE - At times, many UC Hastings employees are required to be at work after hours to 
perform special tasks.  This may present safety issues if they have to walk in unsafe 
conditions.  If an employee need to pay for a ride to get home safely, the Department 
Manager is authorized to approve reimbursement, subject to the following conditions: 
1. The employee leaves the workplace after 9:00 p.m.; and
2. The employee has worked at least 10 hours on-campus (excluding lunch and work
break, if applicable) that day; and
Agenda Item: *6.5 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
3. The Department Manager has approved payment prior to the ride being ordered
and proof of such approval is attached to the Expense Reimbursement Form; and
4. The reimbursement is receipted and does not exceed $30.
NOTES: 
 Expense reimbursements under this policy is treated as taxable income and will be
reported as such on each recipients W-2.
 Reimbursements for transportation from work to home are not to become a routine
practice, instead reserved for exceptional circumstances when the employee has received
pre-approval to do work after hours on campus that could not have been done during
regular hours.
 The reimbursement may come from state or non-state funds, but they must come from
existing budgets.  Budget will not be supplemented to cover these transportation
reimbursements.
PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 
Resolved, that the Board of Directors approve the addition of Section 11.5. Reimbursement 
of Commuting Expenses to the Financial Operations Policy and Procedures Manual. 
Attachments: 




Federal Tax Coordinator 2d
Chapter H Compensation-Part I
¶ H-2200 Treatment of Employees Who Receive Employer-Provided Transportation.
¶ H-2201 Transportation furnished by the employer because of unsafe conditions.
Federal Tax Coordinator 2d
¶H-2201. Transportation furnished by the employer because
of unsafe conditions.
RIA observation: Ordinarily, the value of transportation that an employer provides
employees because of unsafe conditions is includible in the employees' income.
Property or services provided by an employer are excludable from the recipient employee's income only
to the extent the cost would have been deductible as a business expense if the employee himself had
paid the cost, see ¶ H-1700 et seq. The expenses of commuting to and from work are not deductible as
a business expense, see the discussion of local transportation costs at ¶ L-1600 et seq.
RIA observation: Thus, not only would the fair market value of the employer-provided
commuting be includible in income, but, without a rule providing for a convenient method of
valuation, the fair market value would have to be determined.
The "commuting use" of "employer-provided transportation" (see ¶ H-2202 ) (which would be reportable
as income) is valued at $1.50 per one-way commute (i.e., from home to work or from work to home), for
each employee 1 if the following criteria are met:
(1) the transportation is provided, solely because of "unsafe conditions," (see ¶ H-2203 ) to an
employee who would ordinarily walk or use public transportation for commuting to or from
work. 2 It isn't necessary that an employer know with absolute certainty that an employee who
is provided transportation would have walked or used public transportation. It is enough that
an employer determine through existing personnel management procedures that an employee
would have ordinarily commuted by one of these methods; 3
(2) the employer has established a written policy (e.g., in the employer's personnel manual)
under which the transportation is provided other than for the employee's personal purposes
except for commuting due to unsafe conditions, and the employer's practice in fact
corresponds with the policy; 4
(3) the transportation is not used for personal purposes other than commuting due to unsafe
conditions; and 5
(4) the employee receiving the employer-provided transportation is a "qualified employee"
(see ¶ H-2204 ) of the employer. 6
RIA observation: The "commuting use" of employer-provided transportation, although not
defined in the regs, is transportation that is used in an employee's commuting, i.e., transportation
of the employee to and/or from work. De minimis personal trips (e.g., a stop on the way to or from
work, for a personal errand) would seem not to keep otherwise qualifying transportation from
coming under the rule for transportation because of unsafe conditions (see the rule for valuing
employer-provided transportation using the "commuting value" method, at ¶ H-2283 ).
Illustration 1: A and B are clerks employed by Y, a firm in a large metropolitan area. Both A and B
are qualified employees. Their normal working hours are from 11:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m., and a
reasonable person would consider public transportation, the only means of transportation available
to A and B at the time of their commute, unsafe. Y hires a car service to pick up A and B at their
homes each evening to bring them to work. A and B must include $1.50 in income for each
one-way commute from home to work. 7
Illustration 2: Assume the same facts as in Illustration (1) above, except that Y also hires a car
service to return A and B to their homes each morning at the conclusion of their shifts, when it is
not considered unsafe to commute by public transportation. The fair market value of the car service
commute from work to home is includible in income by A and B. 8
If the employee isn't a qualified employee, no portion of the value of the commuting use of
employer-provided transportation is excludable from income. 9
The above valuation rule applies on a trip-by-trip basis. If the above criteria aren't met with respect to
any trip, the amount includible in the employee's income is determined by reference to the fair market
value of the transportation. 10
Unlike the de minimis rules for certain employer-provided transportation (see ¶ H-1800 et seq.), the
special valuation rule of Reg § 1.61-21(k) doesn't have an "overtime" or "unusual circumstances" work
requirement. The $1.50 valuation rule may be used by, but is not limited to, employees who receive the
benefit before or after their regular work shifts. For example, a night-shift employee who doesn't work
overtime, but who is provided transportation to work each evening because of unsafe conditions, may
use the rule. A day-shift employee who frequently works overtime into the evening hours, at which time
the employee's usual means of commuting (i.e., walking or using public transportation) would be
considered unsafe, also may use the rule. 11
For additional requirements for using special valuation rules (including the one at this paragraph), see
¶ H-1058 .
For special valuation rules for transportation provided for employees using employer- owned or leased
vehicles, see ¶ H-2282 et seq.
1 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(3) .
2 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(1)(i) .
3 Preamble to TD 8389, 1/15/92 .
4 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(1)(ii) .
5 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(1)(iii) .
6 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(1)(iv) .
7 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(7), Ex 1 .
8 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(7), Ex 2 .
9 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(6)(v) .
10 Reg § 1.61-21(k)(2) .
11 Preamble to TD 8389, 1/15/92 .
© 2017 Thomson Reuters/Tax & Accounting. All Rights Reserved.
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   Investment Report as of September 30, 2017 
      
             
3. REPORT:   Written  
 
 
Attached is a performance summary of the investment pools managed by the Treasurer’s 
Office of the University of California. 
 
 The General Endowment Pool (GEP) experienced total returns of 3.30 percent as of 
September 30, 2017.  On a calendar year basis, GEP had a total return of 10.75 
percent. 
 The Short Term Investment Pool (STIP) experienced total returns of .35 percent as of 
September 30, 2017.  On a calendar year basis, STIP had a total return of 1.0 percent. 
 
 




 Rates of Return 
 
 
EMV 1 Month 3 Month 6 Month FYTD CYTD 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year 10 Year
TOTAL FUND
GEP TOTAL - UNIT RETURN 11,010,787,673 1.03 3.30 6.63 3.30 10.75 13.51 6.88 9.21 5.42
GEP TOTAL PLAN POLICY BENCHMARK 1.36 3.65 6.86 3.65 11.04 12.06 5.88 7.88 4.89
GEP TOTAL PLAN NONLAGGED BM PRELIM 1.27 3.08 6.10 3.08
GEP Unit Rtn UC Foundations 11,010,787,673 1.03 3.30 6.63 3.30 10.75 13.51 6.88 9.21 5.42
GEP TOTAL PLAN POLICY BENCHMARK 1.36 3.65 6.86 3.65 11.04 12.06 5.88 7.88 4.89
GEP TOTAL PLAN NONLAGGED BM PRELIM 1.27 3.08 6.10 3.08
GEP TOTAL US PUBLIC EQUITIES 486,797,270 0.81 3.48 4.34 3.48 8.84 14.58 6.49 11.82 6.25
U.S. EQUITY B-MARK R3000 TF 2.49 4.75 7.88 4.75 13.93 18.74 10.65 14.23 7.46
GEP TOTAL NON-US PUBLIC EQUITIES + EQ 1,670,392,135 1.14 8.19 16.68 8.19 28.85 26.93 6.80 8.02 2.10
NON-US EQUITIES POLICY BENCHMARK 1.86 6.16 12.30 6.16 21.13 19.61 4.70 6.97 1.28
GEP DEVELOPED NON US PUBLIC EQUITY 780,628,424 1.90 6.42 14.96 6.42 24.20 30.00 6.58 9.15 2.30
BLENDED EAFE TF + CANADA INDEX 2.63 5.82 11.83 5.82 19.35 19.17 4.56 7.81 1.20
GEP EMERGING MARKET EQUITY 889,763,711 0.48 9.64 18.07 9.64 33.08 24.13 7.37 5.78 2.39
EMERGING MARKETS EQUITY POLICY BENCHMARK -0.40 7.89 14.66 7.89 27.78 22.46 4.90 3.99 1.32
GEP GLOBAL EQUITY 2,759,648,202 2.09 5.21 9.74 5.21 16.62 21.77
MSCI AC WORLD (NET) 1.93 5.18 9.68 5.18 17.25 18.65
GEP TOTAL FIXED INCOME W/ TIPS & DOLLAR 1,257,199,197 -0.08 1.41 2.82 1.41 4.67 2.74 3.10 2.68 5.26
GEP TOTAL CORE FIXED INCOME 374,676,975 -0.68 0.56 1.92 0.56 2.70 -0.56 1.59 1.67 3.86
GEP FIXED INCOME POLICY BENCHMARK -0.84 0.38 1.56 0.38 2.21 -1.59 1.90 1.58 4.02
Chief Investment Officer of the Regents
RATES OF RETURN - Unit Value
Periods Ending September 30, 2017




EMV 1 Month 3 Month 6 Month FYTD CYTD 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year 10 Year
GEP HIGH YIELD 373,145,652 0.72 1.76 4.31 1.76 6.87 7.91 5.47 6.38 7.39
 BofAML HY Cash Pay (Daily) 0.90 2.04 4.25 2.04 7.07 9.06 5.87 6.35 7.65
GEP EMERGING MARKET DEBT 266,085,418 -0.04 2.67 4.41 2.67 8.51 3.57
FI TOTAL EMERGING MKTS BENCHMARK (DAILY) 0.01 2.63 4.93 2.63 8.99 4.61
GEP TIPS 193,291,151 -0.54 0.92 0.57 0.92 1.92 0.13 1.87 0.18 4.25
UCR BBG BARC US TIPS (Dly) -0.64 0.86 0.46 0.86 1.72 -0.73 1.62 0.02 3.90
GEP TOTAL PRIVATE EQUITY 1,194,233,365 2.36 2.16 8.76 2.16 12.51 17.79 17.92 20.10 12.90
GEP PRIVATE EQUITY POLICY BENCHMARK 2.62 5.15 11.93 5.15 15.80 21.23 19.06 20.79 13.23
GEP AR - DIV - UNIT RETURN 1,971,507,680 0.37 1.31 1.56 1.31 2.77 4.13 2.28 5.62 3.81
HFRI Blended BM 0.36 2.24 2.98 2.24 3.65 3.29 -1.28 1.38 1.91
GEP REAL ASSETS 218,770,869 0.49 1.84 2.75 1.84 3.87 5.92 -6.71 0.06
GEP REAL ASSETS LAGGED BENCHMARK 0.49 1.84 2.75 1.84 3.87 5.92 -6.71 0.06
GEP TOTAL REAL ESTATE 482,214,717 -0.47 0.23 4.01 0.23 2.10 11.04 11.05 11.39
GEP PRIVATE REAL ESTATE 482,214,717 -0.47 0.23 4.01 0.23 2.10 11.04 10.94 11.42 0.95
GEP LIQUIDITY 970,011,958 0.11 0.31 0.63 0.31 0.96 1.28 1.23 1.37 6.46
UC US TWO YEAR TREASURY NOTE INCOME RETURN 0.10 0.32 0.64 0.32 0.91 1.12 0.82 0.61 0.85
STIP
STIP - UNIT RETURN 10,315,333,928 0.12 0.35 0.68 0.35 1.00 1.31 1.29 1.46 2.25
STIP POLICY 0.09 0.28 0.53 0.28 0.72 0.86 0.61 0.46 0.76
Chief Investment Officer of the Regents
RATES OF RETURN - Unit Value
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EMV 1 Month 3 Month 6 Month FYTD CYTD 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year 10 Year
PLANNED GIVING
PG FIXED INCOME POOL 28,607,018 -0.23 0.83 2.34 0.83 3.06 0.68 3.08 2.61 4.98
BBG BARC Agg Bd -0.48 0.85 2.31 0.85 3.14 0.07 2.71 2.06 4.27
PG EAFE STATE ST INTL INDEX FUND 8,218,963 2.59 5.75 12.05 5.75 19.80 19.60 4.91 8.22 1.65
BLENDED EAFE TF + CANADA INDEX 2.63 5.82 11.83 5.82 19.35 19.17 4.56 7.81 1.20
PG RUSSELL 3000 INDEX FUND 27,951,631 2.46 4.75 7.94 4.75 14.09 19.02 10.87 14.43 7.66
U.S. EQUITY B-MARK R3000 TF 2.49 4.75 7.88 4.75 13.93 18.74 10.65 14.23 7.46
Chief Investment Officer of the Regents
RATES OF RETURN - Unit Value
Periods Ending September 30, 2017




This report was prepared for you by State Street Bank and Trust Company (or its affiliates, “State Street”) utilizing scenarios, assumptions and reporting formats as mutually agreed between you and State Street.  While reasonable
efforts have been made to ensure the accuracy of the information contained in this report, there is no guarantee, representation or warranty, express or implied, as to its accuracy or completeness.  This information is provided “as-
is” and State Street disclaims any and all liability and makes no guarantee, representation, or warranty with respect to your use of or reliance upon this information in making any decisions or taking (or not taking) any actions.  State
Street does not verify the accuracy or completeness of any data, including data provided by State Street for other purposes, or data provided by you or third parties.  You should independently review the report (including, without
limitation, the assumptions, market data, securities prices, securities valuations, tests and calculations used in the report), and determine that the report is suitable for your purposes.
State Street provides products and services to professional and institutional clients, which are not directed at retail clients.  This report is for informational purposes only and it does not constitute investment research or investment,
legal or tax advice, and it is not an offer or solicitation to buy or sell any product, service, or securities or any financial instrument, and it does not transfer rights of any kind (except the limited use and redistribution rights described
below) or constitute any binding contractual arrangement or commitment of any kind.  You may use this report for your internal business purposes and, if such report contains any data provided by third party data sources,
including, but not limited to, market or index data, you may not redistribute this report, or an excerpted portion thereof, to any third party, including, without limitation, your investment managers, investment advisers, agents,
clients, investors or participants, whether or not they have a relationship with you or have a reasonable interest in the report, without the prior written consent of each such third party data source.  You are solely responsible and
liable for any and all use of this report.
Copyright © 2017 State Street Corporation, All rights reserved.
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   State Budget Report for 2017-18 as of September 30, 
     2017 
      
             
3. REPORT:   Written  
 
 
Attached is the state budget report for 2017-18 as of September 30, 2017.  Major variances 




 Registration Fee -- The beginning budget projected total JD enrollment of 909 FTE 
students paying the $43,486 General Enrollment Fee. As of September, revenue from 928 
FTE students was received for the fall 2017 semester. Given prior year attrition loss 
patterns a midyear budget increase and enrollment of approximately 920 JD students is 
projected. 
 LL.M. Tuition – The enrollment fee of $47,500 for LL.M. students was budgeted to be 
paid by 20.7 FTE students. As of September, revenue from 19.0 students has been 
recorded. Using last year’s attrition rate additional enrollment reductions are estimated by 
year-end; a midyear budget decrease is projected. 
 Unrealized Gain/Loss on Investments – This category accounts for the change in the 
market value of the state fund’s share of the UC General Endowment Pool (GEP). As of 
September 2017 unrealized gains of $835,954 have been posted. Unrealized gains of 
$1,062,577 were recognized as of September 2016; however, by fiscal year-end this was 
reduced to $640,741 for 2016-17. 
 Prior Year Reserve/Beginning Fund Balance – The carryover of prior year fund balance, 
budgeted at preliminary balance of $15,831,536, has been finalized at $15,369,440. This 
is the net amount of state fund assets less liabilities with the non-cash pension accounts 
excluded (i.e., deferred outflows/inflows of resources, net pension liability and pension 
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 Staff Benefits – The 2017-18 benefit allocation rate of 34% has been budgeted on 
applicable wage categories (excluding stipends and student wages). The benefit expense 
for the month of August was misallocated; correction is being made and revised 
expenditures will be included in next quarter’s reporting. 
 Insurance – Overall, insurance expenditures as of September 2017 are within budgeted 
levels. However, the expense has been misallocated among cost centers; after correction 
the state’s share should be adjusted to $303,179. 
 Financial Aid Grants – The segments of financial aid and their status as of September 
2017 are: 
o JD Grants – An amount sufficient to fund the student aid strategies for the 
Class of 2020 is included in the total 2017-18 JD grant budget of $17,420,647. 
Awards in the fall semester total $8,639,664 or 50% of budget. If the spring 
semester experiences the same level of expenditure, total budgetary savings of 
$141,000 would result by year-end. A midyear budget adjustment will be 
proposed after confirming spring semester awards. 
o LL.M. Grants – Awards in the fall semester total $212,289 or 49% of the 
$437,078 budget; revenues are 45% of budget.  
o MSL Grants – Awards in the fall semester total $9,815 or 115% of the $8,571 
budget; revenues are 63% of budget.  
o LRAP Loan Cancellations – Expenditures of $95,114 against the 2017-18 
budget of $275,000 have been incurred as of September. 
o International Summer Internships – No expenditures have yet been incurred in 
2017-18 against a budget of $27,000; these are summer awards to rising 1L 
and 2L students to help defray travel and living expenses while working on 





 State Budget September 30, 2017 
 
 
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW
State Budget Report -- 2017-18
10/31/2017
Actual Sep-17  Actual Sep-16
Beginning Actual as a Year-end Actual as a Percent
REVENUES Budget as of Percent of Actual as of of 2016-17
2017-18 30-Sep-17 Budget 2016-17 30-Sep-16 Year-end
State Appropriations
General Fund 12,726,000 2,978,525      23% 11,659,000     2,711,775      23%
Lottery Fund 125,000 -                     0% 126,556          -                     0%
Total 12,851,000$ 2,978,525$    23% 11,785,556$   2,711,775$    23%
  
Tuition and Related Fees   
Non-resident Tuition 654,000 372,129 57% 646,176 336,000 52%
Registration Fee 39,528,774 20,180,896 * 51% 39,246,376 19,795,980 50%
Veteran Fee Waivers (833,434) (365,888) 44% (833,434) (369,631) 44%
LL.M. Tuition 984,800 450,010 * 46% 1,165,184 642,629 55%
MSL Tuition 98,880 62,094 63% 96,019 67,666 70%
HPL Revenue Share 393,997 -                     0% 372,877 -                     0%
Summer Legal Institute 687,755 167,440 24% 589,156 149,738 25%
Other Student Fees 59,100 19,932 34% 59,150 25,019 42%
Total 41,573,872$ 20,886,613$  50% 41,341,504$   20,647,401$  50%
 
Scholarly Publications  
Subscription Revenues 33,500 6,537 20% 58,376 3,271 6%
Total 33,500$        6,537$           20% 58,376$          3,271$           6%
 
Other Income  
Investment Income 200,000 27,920           14% 221,014          39,702           18%
Realized Gain/Loss on Sale of Investments -                    -                     -- 2,490,880       -                     0%
Unrealized Gain/Loss on Investments -                    835,954         * -- 640,741          1,062,577      166%
Overhead Allowances 1,174,879 -                     0% 1,218,011       -                     0%
Miscellaneous 48,625 43,321 89% 55,503 33,573 60%
Total 1,423,504$   907,195$       64% 4,626,149$     1,135,852$    25%
 
Transfer from Other Funds -$              902$              -- 123,465$        -$               0%
Prior Year Reserve/Beginning Fund Balance 15,831,536$ 15,369,440$  * 97% 17,181,058$   17,181,058$  100%
TOTAL REVENUES 71,713,412$ 40,149,212$  56% 75,116,108$   41,679,357$  55%
*See attached narrative 18BOD State.xls/Sep17
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW
State Budget Report -- 2017-18
10/31/2017
Actual Sep-17  Actual Sep-16
Beginning Actual as a Year-end Actual as a Percent
EXPENDITURES Budget as of Percent of Actual as of of 2016-17
2017-18 30-Sep-17 Budget 2016-17 30-Sep-16 Year-end
 Salaries & Wages 25,068,372 6,161,376 25% 24,374,331 6,569,580 27%
Student Wages-Reg. & Work-study 476,050 62,544 13% 408,155 74,544 18%
Staff Benefits 8,427,112 1,772,119 * 21% 8,361,997 2,106,493 25%
Consultants 413,225 45,986 11% 406,120 83,230 20%
Temporary Help (Contracted) 166,548 17,684 11% 229,996 28,806 13%
Employee Development & Testing 162,672 36,802 23% 202,933 36,496 18%
Recruiting & Advertising 237,558 23,972 10% 143,911 41,703 29%
Audit, Legal, and Case Costs 190,000 (1,937) -1% 156,554 15,130 10%
Insurance 299,595 474,265 * 158% 306,160 299,953 98%
Printing & Copier Service 761,230 157,635 21% 741,377 154,093 21%
Supplies 251,049 58,083 23% 259,196 83,819 32%
Travel 776,923 60,134 8% 544,041 76,131 14%
Dues & Subscriptions 257,551 58,457 23% 241,131 35,718 15%
Events & Entertainment 313,985 77,420 25% 323,235 71,314 22%
Computer Software 682,156 190,345 28% 668,373 232,249 35%
Data Processing 125,569 36,026 29% 107,598 16,824 16%
Info Retrieval & Bibliography Svc. 186,100 185,176 100% 181,523 166,631 92%
Books & Bindings 1,079,469 313,393 29% 1,060,379 337,132 32%
Equipment Maintenance 128,042 52,389 41% 120,684 10,348 9%
Building Maintenance 1,024,182 161,088 16% 1,069,378 157,657 15%
Other Contract Services 2,204,070 324,107 15% 1,826,530 318,940 17%
Utilities 1,069,468 218,048 20% 1,023,158 183,717 18%
Telephone 73,055 10,094 14% 72,408 13,044 18%
Mail 59,893 20,598 34% 39,221 17,410 44%
Misc. (Including Bank Fees) 253,266 82,292 32% 252,064 82,883 33%
Equipment & Improvements 151,332 31,009 20% 225,562 55,198 24%
Space & Equipment Rental 583,382 130,075 22% 580,872 130,957 23%
Financial Aid Grants 18,168,296 8,956,882 * 49% 15,366,561 7,642,659 50%
Collection Costs 30,928          1,136             4% 76,834            448                1%
Transfer to Other Funds 376,386        -                     0% 376,386          -                     0%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 63,997,464$ 19,717,198$  31% 59,746,668$   19,043,107$  32%
*See attached narrative 18BOD State.xls/Sep17
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   Auxiliary Enterprises Budget Report as of 
     September 30, 2017 
      
             




Attached for all auxiliary enterprises of the College – McAllister Tower, Parking Garage, 
Student Health Services, and Business Center – are budget reports for 2017-18 as of 





 Staff Benefits – The 2017-18 benefit allocation rate of 34% has been budgeted on 
applicable wage categories (excluding stipends and student wages). The benefit expense 
for the month of August was misallocated; correction is being made and the projected 
adjusted expenditures as of September 30, 2017, are $7,060 (25% of budget). 
 Regular Contract Services – Included in this category are janitorial, engineer and security 
service contracts. As of September 2017 one month of janitorial expenditures is reflected. 
Receipt of invoices for engineer services July-September 2017 was delayed because the 
service provider’s billing office in Houston, Texas, was affected by hurricane flooding; 
expense of $163,153.50 will be included in next quarter’s reporting. The UCSFPD 
contract is paid quarterly; the first quarter’s payment is not reflected as of September 30. 
The adjusted amount comparable to prior year activity periods is $235,187 (20% of 
budget). 
 Insurance – On an overall college-wide basis insurance expenditures as of September 
2017 are within budgeted levels. However, the expense has been misallocated among cost 
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HASTINGS PARKING GARAGE 
 
Expenditures 
 Staff Benefits – The 2017-18 benefit allocation rate of 34% has been budgeted on 
applicable wage categories (excluding stipends and student wages). The benefit expense 
for the month of August was misallocated; correction is being made and the projected 
adjusted expenditures as of September 30, 2017, are $21,769 (24% of budget). 
 Insurance – On an overall college-wide basis insurance expenditures as of September 
2017 are within budgeted levels. However, the expense has been misallocated among cost 
centers; after correction the Parking Garage’s share should be $59,503. 
 
STUDENT HEALTH SERVICES 
 
Expenditures 
 Staff Benefits – The 2017-18 benefit allocation rate of 34% has been budgeted on 
applicable wage categories. The benefit expense for the month of August was 
misallocated; correction is being made and the projected adjusted expenditures as of 
September 30, 2017, are $14,456 (20% of budget). 
 Insurance – On an overall college-wide basis insurance expenditures as of September 
2017 are within budgeted levels. However, the expense has been misallocated among cost 








HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW
McAllister Tower Budget Report -- 2017-18
10/31/2017
 Actual Sep-17  Actual Sep-16
Beginning Actual as a Year-end Actual as a Percent
Budget as of Percent of Actual as of of 2016-17
2017-18 30-Sep-17 Budget 2016-17 30-Sep-16 Year-end
REVENUES
 Apartment & Commercial Rent 5,463,832     1,269,799     23% 5,052,471     1,216,962     24%
 Other 27,955          5,779            21% 28,485          10,150          36%
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 5,491,787$   1,275,578$   23% 5,080,956$   1,227,112$   24%
EXPENDITURES
 Salaries and Wages 83,060          20,765          25% 72,134          18,886          26%
 Student Wages--Regular & Work-study 21,700          1,750            8% 18,187          1,840            10%
 Staff Benefits 28,240          4,707            * 17% 25,039          6,421            26%
 Regular Contract Services 1,200,060     13,579          * 1% 1,136,903     232,820        20%
 Other Contract Services 93,640          26,810          29% 117,920        7,723            7%
 Utilities 665,124        133,472        20% 712,243        146,674        21%
 Maintenance & Special Repairs 299,500        24,902          8% 200,625        32,687          16%
 Insurance 115,582        -                    * 0% 115,582        115,582        100%
 Supplies 135,000        25,372          19% 122,179        19,102          16%
 Printing & Reproduction 1,800            524               29% 1,381            238               17%
 Telephone 750               219               29% 863               146               17%
 Miscellaneous 86,868          (485)              -1% 93,307          19,094          20%
 Equipment & Building Improvements 115,000        -                    0% 38,260          -                    0%
 Overhead Pro Rata 659,014        -                    0% 609,353        -                    0%
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES 3,505,338$   251,615$      7% 3,263,976$   601,213$      18%
NET OPERATIONS 1,986,449$   1,023,963$   52% 1,816,980$   625,899$      34%
NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES)
 Investment Income 35,000          13,613          39% 44,128          6,895            16%
 Realized Gain/Loss on Investments -                    -                    -- 83,292          -                    0%
 Unrealized Gain/Loss on Investments -                    28,170          -- 49,817          34,403          69%
 Transfer to Other Funds (25,000)         -                    -- -                    -                    --
TOTAL NONOPERATING REVENUES 10,000$        41,783$        418% 177,237$      41,298$        23%
TOTAL CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 1,996,449$   1,065,746$   53% 1,994,217$   667,197$      33%
* See attached narrative. C:\Users\colec\Documents\DATA\2017-18\18BOD Tower.xls\Sep17
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW
Hastings Parking Garage and Retail Operations Budget Report -- 2017-18
10/31/2017
  Actual Sep-17   Actual Sep-16
Beginning Actual as a Year-end Actual as a Percent
Budget as of Percent of Actual as of of 2016-17
2017-18 30-Sep-17 Budget 2016-17 30-Sep-16 Year-end
REVENUES
Parking Operations 2,100,341      512,104         24% 2,111,590      514,646         24%
Retail Leases 362,645         88,855           25% 349,449         88,520           25%
Other (including Storage) 500                150                30% 425                200                47%
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 2,463,486$    601,108$       24% 2,461,464$    603,366$       25%
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 261,955         64,025           24% 274,205         89,111           32%
Staff Benefits 89,065           16,664           * 19% 86,026           21,325           25%
Regular Contract Services 108,581         -                     0% 86,997           -                     0%
Other Contract Services 13,140           -                     0% 4,740             -                     0%
Utilities 81,500           15,214           19% 78,067           16,628           21%
Maintenance & Special Repairs 53,030           180                0% 72,600           4,907             7%
Insurance 61,787           -                     * 0% 61,787           61,787           100%
Supplies 5,500             788                14% 6,395             1,018             16%
Printing, Telephone and Mail 3,600             660                18% 3,637             411                11%
Miscellaneous & Credit Card Fees 41,757           6,085             15% 42,729           6,164             14%
Overhead Pro Rata 295,618         -                     0% 295,570         -                     0%
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES 1,015,533$    103,616$       10% 1,012,753$    201,351$       20%
NET OPERATIONS 1,447,953$    497,493$       34% 1,448,711$    402,014$       28%
Investment Income 2,000$           142$              7% 1,633$           181$              11%
Realized Gain/Loss on Investments -                     -                     -- 474                -                     0%
Unrealized Gain/Loss on Investments -                     160                -- 284                196                69%
Funded from Bond Proceeds (8,757)            -                     0% (1,541)            -                     0%
Debt Service (Principal & Interest) (1,587,054)     -                     0% (1,589,944)     (236,713)        15%
Transfer from Other Funds -                     -                     -- -                     -                     --
Cash Short/Over -                     135                -- 1,180             2,762             234%
TOTAL NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES) (1,593,811)$   438$              0% (1,587,915)$   (233,573)$      15%
TOTAL CHANGE IN NET ASSETS (145,858)$      497,931$       -341% (139,204)$      168,441$       -121%
NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES)
*See attached narrative. C:\Users\colec\Documents\DATA\2017-18\18BOD Garage.xls\Sep17
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW
Student Health Services Budget Report -- 2017-18
10/31/2017
Actual Sep-17 Actual Sep-16
  Actual as a Year-end Actual as a Percent
 Budget as of Percent of Actual as of of 2015-16
2017-18 30-Sep-17 Budget 2016-17 30-Sep-16 Year-end
REVENUES
Fees 680,303$  351,299$   52% 655,000$   328,026$   50%
Other 500           333            67% 440            205            47%
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 680,803$  351,632$   52% 655,440$   328,231$   50%
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 368,991 63,378 17% 382,053 78,159 20%
Staff Benefits 73,597 7,711 * 10% 81,463 16,874 21%
Consultants and Contracted Services 86,571 18,609 21% 76,827 19,966 26%
Insurance 33,512 14,620 * 44% 33,512 33,512 100%
Supplies 13,200 6,281 48% 10,785 4,660 43%
Printing and Mail 1,300 1,015 78% 1,135 479 42%
Travel 8,000 378            5% 5,617         45              1%
Miscellaneous 1,490 290            19% 1,157         225            19%
Events 500 109            22% 683            16              2%
Overhead Pro Rata 81,696      -                 0% 78,653       -                 0%
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES 668,857$  112,391$   17% 671,886$   153,935$   23%
NET OPERATIONS 11,946$    239,241$   2003% (16,446)$    174,296$   -1060%
NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES)
Investment Income 5,000        1,429         29% 4,760         1,273         27%
Realized Gain/Loss on Sale of Investments -                -                  -- 131            -                 0%
Unrealized Gain/Loss on Investments -                44              -- 78              54              41%
TOTAL NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES) 5,000$      1,473$       29% 4,970$       1,327$       1695%
TOTAL CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 16,946$    240,714$   1420% (11,476)$    175,623$   -1530%
*See attached narrative. C:\Users\colec\Documents\DATA\2017-18\18BOD Health.xls\Sep17
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW
Business Center Budget Report -- 2017-18
10/31/2017
Actual Sep-17 Actual Sep-16
  Actual as a Year-end Actual as a Percent
 Budget as of Percent of Actual as of of 2016-17
2017-18 30-Sep-17 Budget 2016-17 30-Sep-16 Year-end
REVENUES
Copy Services 330,000$  84,747$    26% 353,501$   91,874$    26%
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 330,000$  84,747$    26% 353,501$   91,874$    26%
EXPENDITURES
Contracted Services 287,250 74,717      26% 285,534     48,477      17%
Supplies 250 -               0% 195            -               0%
Printing 500           -               0% 472            -               0%
Events & Promotions 250 -               0% -                 -               --
Miscellaneous 250 -               0% -                 -               --
Overhead Pro Rata 39,600      -               0% 42,420       -               0%
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES 328,100$  74,717$    23% 328,620$   48,477$    15%
NET OPERATIONS 1,900$      10,030$    528% 24,881$     43,396$    174%
NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES)
Investment Income 500           147           29% 641            114           18%
TOTAL NONOPERATING REVENUES (EXPENSES) 500$         147$         29% 641$          114$         18%
TOTAL CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 2,400$      10,177$    424% 25,522$     43,510$    170%
*See attached narrative. C:\Users\colec\Documents\DATA\2017-18\18BOD Business Center.xls\Sep17
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   Grants Administration Program Update  
    
             
3. REPORT:   Written  
 
In June 2017, the College established the position of Grants & Contracts Analyst.  The 
position was created to implement and support institutional policies and procedures related to 
research compliance and administration, and to manage the budgets for sponsored research 
for two academic centers: the UCSF/UC Hastings Consortium on Law, Science & Health 
Policy (“Consortium”) and the Institute for Innovation Law (“Institute”). 
 
The Contracts and Grants Analyst reports to the Chief Financial Officer working closely with 
the Director of the Consortium (Professor Jaime King) and the Director of the Institute 
(Professor Robin Feldman) to plan, develop, coordinate and direct activities related to 
sponsored research management; provide analytical and technical assistance in the strategic 
planning and implementation of activities to build, sustain and support contract and grant 
programs and ensure compliance with all federal, state and private foundation guidelines; and 
manage the general budget related to both state funding and external, nonstate funding. 
 
With a Bachelor’s degree in Economics and a Master’s degree in Public Administration, the 
person hired for the position is Ms. Abigail Blue.  She is skilled in financial forecasting, 
federal, state, and private grant acquisition, compliance and management, strategic planning, 
organizational development, policy, research design and a host of other disciplines. 
 
Outlined below is a summary of progress to-date: 
 
Federal Indirect Cost Recovery Rate 
 
In 2016, an indirect rate cost rate agreement was negotiated with the Federal Government.  
The agreement reflects the rate that may be used to support claims for facilities and 
administration (F&A) and fringe benefit costs on federal grants and contracts.  The rate 
awarded was 46% for on campus activities and 26% for off-campus work; and 33.7% for 
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Audit Observations Currently Addressed by Grants & Contract Analyst 
 
1. Develop and implement policies relating to the processing as well as payment of 
stipends. 
 
A Stipend Request Form has been developed to standardize non-routine payments. 
Policies relating to the processing as well as payment of stipends are in progress. 
Efforts to standardize and update compensation structure and policies are planned for 
2018. 
 
2. Development of policies relating to timely submission of expense reimbursement 
reports and performance of P-card reconciliations; 
 
The Office of Fiscal Services has implemented new policies and procedures through 
the PayIt system, requiring faculty and staff to submit reimbursements within 30 days 
of when the expense is incurred. P-card use is suspended if employees are delinquent 
in their submissions. This has adequately incentivized the timely submission of 
reimbursement reports for P-cards. 
 
3. Oversee all grants received [by Centers] from private entities and government 
sources to ensure College policies are followed, transactions are properly coded, and 
compliance is achieved;  
 
The Institute for Innovation Law and the Consortium for Law, Science & Health 
Policy are assessed and have been (or are being) brought into compliance.  
 
Shadow systems for accounting have been instituted that reconcile to the general 
ledger for both of these Centers.  It is planned to have other Centers be brought into 
compliance for federally awarded activities next fiscal year and standardized policies 
and processes will be implemented institution-wide. 
  
Grants & Contracts Analyst is working with UC Hastings’ IT Department to create an 
automated Grants Management System that ensures compliance and incorporates IRB 
processes, budget adjustments, automatic alerts to all effected departments 
(Chancellor & Dean, CFO, Fiscal, HR, etc.) and ensures proper authorization and 
fiscal management.  
 
4. Develop a training for all current employees who handle grants; 
 
Quarterly trainings are scheduled, starting in December, for Center administrators, 
faculty and staff handling grants (along with key fiscal and HR staff) to participate in 
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5. Review and approval policy/process in new management system; 
 
Annual review of policies, processes and management systems relating to fiscal 
management of grants, compensation, HR, etc. will be codified and conducted by key 
leadership (Dean & Chancellor, Chief Financial Officer, Controller, Academic Dean 
and HR Director). Review and revisions will be conducted in December, annually, 
and instituted or operationalized in January.  
 
6. Assist in communicating overhead/Indirect Cost Rate determinations (gift vs. 
exchange) and newly negotiated federal ICR; 
 
In-process. Grants & Contracts Analyst is communicating this information to Centers 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   IRS Audit of 403b and 457 Plans – Status Update 
      
             
3. REPORT:   Oral  
 
An oral report will be presented updating the Finance Committee on the IRS audit of 




 IRS Audit Closing Letter 457 Plan Letter 11-15-2017 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   Hastings College of the Law 2017 Refunding Bonds 
     - Status Update     
             






The refunding of the Hastings Series 2008 Bonds is proceeding.  Attached is an updated 






 UC Hastings 2017 Refunding Schedule  
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Schedule 
University of California Hastings College of the Law  
2017 Refunding Bonds 
 
 
A Board of Directors meeting is scheduled 12/1. 
Working group calls are scheduled every other Thursday from 11:00am to 12:00pm. 
Date Event Party 
Thursday, August 10  Finance Committee authorized refunding of 2008 Bonds Issuer 
Week of August 28   Information request for POS preparation distributed DC 
Monday, Sept. 4  Labor Day Holiday  
Friday, Sept. 15  Board of Directors approves engagement with financial advisor and bond/disclosure counsel Issuer 
Week of Sept. 18  Issue Request for Proposals for underwriting services Issuer, FA 
Week of Oct. 2   Circulate first draft of bond documents BC 
Friday, Oct. 6  Receive and evaluate underwriting proposals Issuer, FA 
Week of Oct. 9  Conduct interviews with underwriters Issuer, FA 
  Circulate first draft of POS DC 
  Select and engage underwriter Issuer, FA 
Monday, Oct. 9  Columbus Day Holiday  
Week of Oct. 16  Circulate second draft of bond documents BC 
  Circulate second draft of POS DC 
Week of Oct. 23  Circulate first draft of credit presentation FA, UW 
  Request due diligence report on disclosure UW 
S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S
1 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 1 2
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
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Date Event Party 
Tuesday, Oct. 24  Board of Directors approves bond documents, POS, and final audited financial statements Issuer 
Week of Oct. 30  Circulate second draft of credit presentation FA, UW 
Week of Nov. 6  Finalize credit presentation FA, UW 
  Receive and review due diligence report on disclosure UW 
  Meeting to prepare for credit presentation Issuer, FA, UW 
Monday, Nov. 13.  Credit presentation with Moody’s (3:00pm-5:00pm) Issuer, FA, UW 
Week of Nov. 13  Due diligence call All 
Week of Nov. 20  Receive rating Issuer 
  Underwriter credit committee approval UW 
Thursday, Nov. 23  Thanksgiving Holiday  
Week of Nov. 27  Post POS P 
Week of Dec. 11  Pricing Issuer/FA/UW 
Monday, Dec. 25  Christmas Holiday  
Monday, Jan. 1  New Year’s Day Holiday  
Week of Jan. 8  Pre-closing 
 Closing All 
 
Party Working Group Participant Abbreviation 
Issuer Hastings College of the Law Issuer 
Financial Advisor PFM Financial Advisors LLC FA 
Bond Counsel Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP BC 
Disclosure Counsel Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP DC 
Underwriter Stifel UW 
Underwriter’s Counsel Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth UC 
Printer TBD P 
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UC Hastings College of the Law 
2017 Refunding 
Distribution List as of October 25, 2017 
 
Issuer 
UC Hastings College of the Law 
200 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
David Seward, Chief Financial Officer 
Phone: 415.565.4710 
E-mail: sewardd@uchastings.edu  
 
Jen Reeve, Administrative Analyst to CFO 
Phone: 415.581.8885 
E-mail: ReeveJenifer@uchastings.edu   
 
Debbie Tran, Controller & Executive 





Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP 
405 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
John Wang, Partner 
Phone: 415.773.5993 
E-mail: jwang@orrick.com   
 
Jesse Albani, Associate 
Phone: 415.773.5742 
E-mail: jalbani@orrick.com   
 
Financial Advisor 
PFM Financial Advisors LLC 
50 California Street 
Suite 2300 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Robert Gamble, Managing Director 
Phone: 415.982.5544 
E-mail: gambler@pfm.com  
 
Patrick Malloy, Senior Analyst 
Phone: 415.982.5544 




415 S. Figueroa Street 
Suite 1800 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
John Kim, Managing Director 
Phone: 213.443.5203 
E-mail: jkim@stifel.com   
 
Eileen Gallagher, Managing Director 
Phone: 415.364.5963 
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Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth 
44 Montgomery St. 
Suite 4200 








333 S. Grand Ave. 
Suite 5A 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Jose Matamoros, Vice President 
Phone: 213.253.7532 




E-mail: Marybeth.jones2@wellsfargo.com  
Email Distribution List 
sewardd@uchastings.edu; ReeveJenifer@uchastings.edu; trand@uchastings.edu; 
jwang@orrick.com; jalbani@orrick.com; jkim@stifel.com; egallagher@stifel.com;  
epsteine@stifel.com; mcharlebois@SYCR.com; Jose.Matamoros@wellsfargo.com; 
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1. REPORT BY: David Seward  
 
2.    SUBJECT:  Annual Update of Five Year Infrastructure Plan 2018-2023 





The annual update of the Five Year Infrastructure Plan includes the most current set of 
assumptions, incorporates 2016-17 operating results as well as realized/unrealized 
investment gain adjusting the values of the beginning reserves.  This agenda item was 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Chief Financial Officer David Seward 
 
      
 2. SUBJECT:   Listing of Checks & Electronic Transfers Over $50,000 
      
             
3. REPORT:   Written  
 
 
Listed below are checks & electronic transfers issued by the College for the period of August 1, 2017 






Transfers No. Vendor Amount Description 
8/02/17 ACH1754 
State California   
Franchise  Tax Board 127,399.34 
State withholding employee 
income tax payment for PPE 
07/31/17 MO EE 
8/02/17 ACH1757 Internal Revenue Service 635,236.62 
Payment for federal income 
taxes, social security taxes 
and Medicare taxes 
(employee and employer 
share) for PPE 7/31/2017 
8/04/17 E0044970 BGCA Management 50,000.00 
Deposit for 2018 UCH 
Graduation Ceremony venue 
8/04/17 E0044980 
Regents University  
California 473,053.32 
Employer/employee 
contributions to UC 
Retirement Plan for PPE 
7/31/2017 
8/08/17 0268273 Innovative Interfaces 106,839.92 
Integrated library 
management system 
8/08/17 0268276 Lexis Nexis Lexis Nexis 52,514.52 
Law School subscription 
Information Retrieval data 
system 
8/18/17 E0045062 Corp State Street 63,442.12 
Retirement program costs for 
annuitants and employees – 
Other Post-Employment 
Benefits for PPE 7/31/2017 
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West Group Payment 
Center 77,303.24 
Annual Law School 
subscription Information 
Retrieval data system 
8/29/17 0268492 PG&E 63,788.54 
Utilities payment for the 
period of  7/6/2017- 8/6/2017 
8/29/17 E0045722 
Regents University  
California 282,322.57 
Employer/employee 
contributions: Health and 
Welfare for PPE 7/31/2017 
9/01/17 9004604 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 144,906.69 
Recording of procurement 
card payments/PayIt on 
general ledger for the month 
of August 2017 
9/05/17 ACH1765 Internal Revenue Service 506,180.94 
Payment for federal income 
taxes, social security taxes 
and Medicare taxes 
(employee and employer 
share) for PPE 8/31/2017 
9/05/17 ACH1766 
State California Franchise 
Tax Board 99,972.68 
State withholding employee 
income tax payment for PPE 
8/31/17 MO EE 
9/08/17 0045850 
Bureau National Affairs, 
Inc. 60,805.00 
Library system 
9/11/17 9004628 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 94,541.72 
Recording of procurement 
card payments/PayIt on 
general ledger for the month 
of August 2017 
9/12/17 0045895 
Regents University  
California 444,038.75 
Employer/employee 
contributions to UC 
Retirement Plan for PPE 
8/31/2017 
9/15/17 0045902 Corp State Street 57,125.29 
Retirement program costs for 
annuitants and employees – 
Other Post-Employment 
Benefits for PPE 8/31/2017 
9/15/17 0045918 
Regents University  
California 301,963.31 
Employer/employee 
contributions: Health and 
Welfare for PPE 8/31/2017 
9/21/17 0268733 ABM Janitorial Service 128,417.24 
Custodial services through 
8/31/17  
9/21/17 0268747 PG&E 86,278.85 
Utilities payment for the 
period of  8/6/2017- 9/6/2017 
9/28/17 0046105 
Regents University  
California 821,341.50 
Fall 2017 UCSHIP Payment 
09/29/17 0268791 Indiana University 56,896.93 
IIL payment for research 
support on NSF Patent 
licensing grant 6/17-8/17 
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10/02/17 9004639 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 116,974.63 
Recording of procurement 
card payments/PayIt on 
general ledger for the month 
of September 2017 
10/03/17 ACH1774 Internal Revenue Service 480,281.11 
Payment for federal income 
taxes, social security taxes 
and Medicare taxes 
(employee and employer 
share) for PPE 9/30/2017 
10/03/17 ACH1775 
State California  
Franchise Tax Board 98,374.36 
State withholding employee 
income tax payment for PPE 
9/30/17 MO EE 
10/06/17 0268870 SIMPPLR 61,200.00 Annual fee for new website 
10/06/17 0046166 
Regents University  
California 407,472.55 
Employer/employee 
contributions to UC 
Retirement Plan for PPE 
9/30/2017 
10/10/17 0046172 Corp State Street 57,034.13 
Retirement program costs for 
annuitants and employees – 
Post-Employment Benefits 
for PPE 9/30/2017 
10/10/17 0046190 Ellucian Inc. 152,004.00 







contributions: Health and 
Welfare for PPE 9/23/2017 
10/12/17 0046213 
Regents University  
California 292,407.95 
Employer/employee 
contributions to UC 
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Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman 
2. SUBJECT: Report of Chancellor and Dean 
3. REPORT: Oral 
8.1 Discussion of Non-JD Graduate Programs at UC Hastings: 
LLM, MSL, HPL, and Other Permutations and Possibilities 
(Report with Academic Dean Morris Ratner)   (Oral) 
8.2      Update Regarding California State Bar Initiatives (Oral) 
8.3      Update Regarding Personnel Changes and Reorganizations 
(Human Resources, the College Events Center, LEOP, 
LexLab, etc.)  (Oral) 
8.4  Other Informational Items: Academic Programs, Student 
Services, and External Relations (Oral) 
Agenda Item: 8.1 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman and Academic Dean 
Morris Ratner  
2. SUBJECT: Discussion of Non-JD Graduate Programs at UC  
Hastings: LLM, MSL, HPL, and Other Permutations and 
Possibilities  
3. REPORT: Oral 
Agenda Item: 8.2 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman 
2. SUBJECT: Update Regarding California State Bar Initiatives 
3. REPORT: Oral 
Agenda Item: 8.3 
Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017
REPORT ITEM 
1. REPORT BY: Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman 
2. SUBJECT: Update Regarding Personnel Changes and  
Reorganizations (Human Resources, the College 
Events Center, LEOP, LexLab, etc.) 
3. REPORT: Oral 
Agenda Item: 8.4 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:   Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   Other Informational Items: Academic Programs, 
Student Services, and External Relations 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:   General Counsel Elise Traynum 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   Report of General Counsel 
 
 
3. REPORT:   Oral 
 
 
  9.1 Resolution Amending By-Law 7.6 to Extend Voting  
   Rights to the Ex-Officio Members of Board Committees  
   and Standing Committees       (Written) 
 
  9.2  Resolution Designating of Students’ Directory 
   Information        (Written) 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 




2. SUBJECT:   Resolution Amending By-Law 7.6 to Extend  
     Voting Rights to the Ex-Officio Members of Board 
     Committees and Standing Committees 
 
 





Attached is a proposed Resolution to amend Board By-law 7.6 to extend voting rights to 
the ex-officio member of the Board’s standing committees, Finance, Educational Policy, 
Advancement and Communications and the Subcommittee on Audit.     
 
This resolution will allow the Chair, or in his or her absence the Vice Chair, to vote on 
matters before the bodies. It is modeled after the principles of California Corporations 
Code Section 5047. All Directors have certain fiduciary duties and are responsible, along 




 Resolution to Amend By-law 7.6 to Extend Voting Rights to Ex-Officio Members of the 
Board Committees and Standing Committees 
FIRST READING: REGULAR MEETING OF THE UC HASTINGS BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS ON DECEMBER 1, 2017. 
 A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF UC HASTINGS, AMENDING 
BY-LAW 7.6 TO EXTEND VOTING RIGHTS TO THE EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS OF 
BOARD COMMITTEES AND STANDING COMMITTEES 
RESOLUTION NO. 2017-__ 
WHEREAS, pursuant to By-Law 7.6, the Chair of the Board of Directors, or in the absence of 
the Chair, the Vice Chair of the Board of Directors, is an ex officio member of all Standing 
Committees and Standing Subcommittees; and, 
WHEREAS, as provided by California Corporations Code Section 5047, ex officio board 
members of non-profit corporations are authorized to vote on matters before a governing board 
because ex officio board members have certain fiduciary duties and are responsible, along with 
all of the other directors, for the oversight and the ultimate success or failure of the corporation; 
and, 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of UC Hastings wishes to revise its governance structure to 
extend voting rights to ex officio members of the Board Standing Committees and 
Subcommittees in agreement with the principles of California law; 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that, pursuant to applicable law, the undersigned, 
on behalf of all of the Directors of the UC Hastings Board of Directors hereby consent to, 
approve, and adopt the following amendment to By-Law 7.6: 
1. “Ex officio members of the Board Standing Committees and Standing Subcommittees
shall be entitled to vote on matters before the committees or subcommittees.”
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that all other provisions of the Board Bylaws as adopted shall 
remain in effect and the foregoing amendment shall be incorporated into the standing By-laws. 




FIRST READING: REGULAR MEETING OF THE UC HASTINGS BOARD OF 




I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution regularly 
presented to and adopted by the Board of Directors of UC Hastings via voice vote with the first 
reading on December 1, 2017,at which a quorum was present and voted, and that such resolution 
is duly recorded in the minute book of UC Hastings; that the officers named in said resolution 
have been duly elected or appointed to, and are the present incumbents of the respective offices 
set after their respective names; and that the signatures set above their respective names are their 




Elise K Traynum 













Agenda Item: 9.2 
Board of Directors 





REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:   General Counsel Elise Traynum 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   Resolution Designating of Students’ Directory 
    Information  
 
 




Continued to March 2018 Board of Directors Meeting 

  
Agenda Item: 10 
                                                                                                                                                                                                               Board of Directors 
  December 1, 2017 
 
      
 
 
DIRECTOR COMMENTS AND BOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS 
This is a time reserved for Directors who wish to briefly comment on Board matters, provide a 
reference to staff or other resources for factual information, or direct staff to place items on 





Agenda Item: 11 
    Board of Directors 
December 1, 2017 
THE BOARD WILL GO INTO CLOSED SESSION AT APPROXIMATELY 11:00 A.M. 
The Board will adjourn to the Closed Session to consider the items listed on the Closed Session 
Agenda. At the conclusion of the Closed Session, the Board will reconvene the Open Meeting 
prior to adjourning the meeting, to report on any actions taken in Closed Session for which a 
report is required by law. 
